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APRIL, 1842 


The Divisions and Present State of the «Issociate Church. 


Lerrer III. 


Dear Breturen,—In my last letter I introduced some facts, the 
truth of which will not be doubted by any who know the indivi- 
duals, on whose veracity, their authenticity rests, for truth, candour 
and justice; the characters of Mr. Irvine, Mr. Clarkson and the ve- 
nerated Mr, Pringle are above suspicion, 

Yet these facts show that at an early period of his ministry, Dr. 
Alexander Bullions gave unequivocal evidence of disaffection to- 
wards the principles of the Associate Church, and want of regard to 
her peace. 

As a strong effort has been made and is still making by the mem- 
bers and partisans of this new association, to impress the public 
mind with the belief that Dr. A. Bullions has been pursuing a peace- 
ful and unoffending course, and that he has been an orderly and 
consistent member of the Associate Church, since his admission to 
the ministry in this country; and that the disturbances of the peace 
of the church in which he has been concerned, arose from the per- 
secuting spirit of his brethren towards him; it may be requisite to 
bring forward some farther proof of the course which characterized 
the earlier part of his ministry in the congregation of Cambridge. 

Here I might give the opinion of Dr. Bullions’ course as a minis- 
ter entertained by the men who had sat under the ministry of that 
eminent minister of Christ, the venerated Mr. Beveridge of Cam- 
bridge: men who it will be admitted by all who know them, were’ 
distinguished for their fervent and unostentatious piety, extensive 
religion, intelligence, and incorruptible honesty. I have now be- 
fore me some notes taken by Mr. A. Harvey, then a student, now 
an elder in the Associate congregation of Service Creek, Beaver Co. 
Pa., during the last illness of Mr. Robert Oliver, an elder of the As- 
sociate congregation of Cambridge, and a man generally known 
throughout ‘the Associate church. He was for some time clerk of 
the Associate Presbytery of Pa., and was particularly distinguished 
for his intelligence, piety, and lively zeal for the interest of religion. 
The diary was commenced on the 2lst of May, 1813, and closed 
on the 25th, the day on which Mr. Oliver died. The intermediate 
dates are not given. During this time Mr. Oliver was almost con- 
stantly attended by his friends,“ he was seldom without one and 
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sometimes more of them by his bed-side, namely, James Hoy, Wm. 
Stevenson, John Ashton, Michael Kerr, and John M‘Clelland, some 
of whom are still living. On one of those days, speaking to his 

friends about the state of the church, he desired them to mark his 

words, as the testimony of a man in the near prospect of death. After 

complaining of some of Mr. Bullions’ conduct, which he considered 

as trampling on the constituted authority and good order of the 

church, and disregarding the feelings of his brethren; he made use 

of the following language, that, “ He hoped Mr. Bullions preached 

the gospel, but, (added he,) a minister may preach the gospel all his 

days, and not be a faithful servant of the church, if he do not testify 

against the prevailing errors of his time. He thcught Mr. Bul- 

lions was much too general in his doctrines, and differed but little 

from a deluded Whitefield. And according to the idea he had of 

their sentiments and conduct, that had they been contemporary, 

they could have freely united.”” The manuscript from which this 

extract is taken, is still in the possession of Mr. Oliver’s family. 

Abundance of proof can yet be produced, to show that Mr. Oliver’s 

Opinion was the opinion commonly entertained of Mr. Bullions’ 

preaching, by the more aged and intelligent part of his congregation, 
even at that time. Indeed, so general was the dissatisfaction with 

Mr. Bullions’ preaching and conduct, by this part of his congrega- 

tion about this time and afterwards, and so fully was he aware of it, 
that his feelings, or something else, induced him to declare from the 
pulpit, that, “ that congregation would never see peace, until the gray 
heads in it were under the sod.” 

These are facts well known to many, who are now, and have been 
for years endeavouring to propagate and sustain the belief, that the 
troubles which have resulted in the erection of the new pretended 
Associate Synod, mentioned in my first letter, by Dr. Bullions and 
his associates, are to be ascribed to a malevolent and persecuting 
spirit in the church courts which have had to deal with Dr. Bullions. 

Some may say that I have nothing but the testimony of the dead 
to prove these facts. It is true | have chiefly heretofore confined 
myself to statements made by deceased persons; these at least are be- 
yond the reach of the charge of personal hostility. But often, indeed, 
are the most important controversies to be settled by the testimony 
of persons already passed from this mortal state. How else do the 
historians of past times arrive at the truth of facts relating to the 
times of which they write? In these letters I am attempting to write 
a portion of the history of the Associate Presbyterian Church, a his- 
tory of events which deeply concern the interests, the prosperity, 
and the peace of the church, and which may affect the eternal in- 
terests not only of many of those “ for whose souls we are bound to 
watch, as they who must give an account,” but of events which 
may affect the spiritual and eternal interests of generations yet un- 
born. 

My chief difficulty is not in ascertaining facts or finding proof of 
their existence, but in selecting out of the abundance at hand. It is 
to make truth penetrate through a thick cloud of already excited 
prejudice, The events which I record are but recent, and their 
causes not yet out of sight. If the proof of any of the facts already 
asserted be thought insufficient, living witnesses and more prool 
are still producible, 
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My immediate object in this letter is to defend the Presbytery of 
Cambridge from the charge of having been the origin of disturbing 
the peace of the church, by showing that these disturbances existed 
and consequently began before any of the present members were in 
the Presbytery, and before some of them were even invested with 
office at all in the church. The next preof I offer on this point, is 
the testimony of a living and a competent witness. It is an extract 
of a letter from Mr. Andrew Stark of New York, now one of the 
members of the pretended Synod. The letter became the public 
property of the church by being produced in evidence on the trial of 
Mr. Webster before the Presbytery of Albany. Mr, Webster was 
libelled before that Presbytery at the instance of Messrs. Stark and 
Peter Bullions. Mr. Peter Bullions himself drew up the libel. The 


other members preferred another course of procedure. The accused 


was entitled by the rules of procedure in the ecclesiastical as well 
in a civil court to avail himself in his defence of any evidence 
within his reach. ‘ 
The original letter in Mr. Stark’s own hand-writing is before me. 
I shall copy the whole of that part which bears on my present sub- 
The letter is addressed to the Rev. Peter Campbell of Florida 
New York, and is dated New York, December 2d, 1824. 


ject. 


“What you mention respecting the Rev. Alexander Bullions was in part true. 
He did send me something like an offer of the Academy, but whether he sent the 
same offer to his cousin before he had my answer | am unable to say. It was to me 
a matter of no consequence, and I hardly ever gave the subject a thought. I think, 
however, he stated to me in a letter, that the trustees voted in P. Bullions before 
my answer was received; providence, he supposed, having detained the letter two 
or three days in the post-office at Albany. But the proceedings of some divines are 
so involved in mist and darkness that | never attempt to penetrate them. I heard 
that Peter Bullions was to be inaugurated, as the Rev. A. Bullions calls it, on Tues- 
day last. He has certainly acted irregularly in leaving Argyle without consulting 
the Presbytery; but I think, were | to attend at next meeting, I would content my- 
self with simply expressing my disapprobation. Any other course would, I think, 
do more hurt than good, and might excite contentions for which the Presbytery is 
already so famous. Indeed, there is no chance of being able to do any thing in the 
matter unless A. Bullions be prevented from voting in that case, for he will doubt- 
less approve of a measure which he advised. It is indeed commonly reported that 
this scheme was concerted at a former meeting of Presbytery. 

“My friend, 1 have no personal interest in the matter, but I am anxious to pre- 
serve peace and see a good understanding among the members of our Presbytery, 
and on this ground I would presume to advise you to avoid if possible all dissension 
with the Bullionses, because | fear it will do no good, but will injure our fause in 
this country. Iam persuaded that your own peace and usefulness will be greatly 
promoted by simply pursuing the path of duty with meekness and gentleness. In 
this you will consult your Master's honour, and the good of his body the church, 
and none will be able to injure you materially. [ would be much pleased to hear 
of Mr. James Whyte’s success in the north, but I would advise you to impress on 
his mind the impropriety of having any altereation with the Bullionses, for the sake 
of his own comfort and usefulness. If he has any difference with them, every dif_i- 
culty will be thrown in his way, and his prospects perhaps blasted here as elsewhere. 
He ought also in wisdom and prudence to say as little as possible about the United 
and Protesting Synods in Scotland. This at present would in all probability injure 
his usefulness and divide and not heal the church. 

“We have had contention enough already. Let us now study the things that 
make for peace, and whereby one may edify another. 1 would not for one moment 
wish to interfere with Mr. Whyte’s ministerial liberty; but only suggest what in 
iny opinion may be for his own comfort and success and the benefit of the church. 
I know the members of Chartiers Presbytery may think otherwise, and I would not 
wonder to hear of them settling matters in their own way at next meeting of Synod; 
but that will only divide people, and injure those preachers it may be designed to 
benefit. I advise not this course from any reasons I have to be satisfied with the 
Bullionses, for they have tried to injure me more than they have ever hurt you; but 
I will sacrifice all personal gievennas the good of the church. These two men 
have sought to do me a great deal of injury, and even tried to destroy my character 
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in an underhand way; but so far as I know they have not hitherto been successfu! 
The fact is, I think there is but little faith in man, and we will often be at a loss in 
whom to confide. I was not so much surprised at the Bullionses as at the Rev. Mr 
Miller of Putnam interfering in my affairs, and asserting direct falsehoods. He told 
a member of my congregation that | was anxious to obtain the academy; that I made 
application but could not get it. What the Rev. Mr. Miller's motive could have 
been I cannot divine, but the utmost extent of my charity will not allow me to 
think that he did not know that he was speaking a falsehood, and yet I never did the 
gentleman any injury, nor would I now were it in my power. Indeed I cannot see 
how he could, unless be had manufactured it himself, make any such assertion 
The truth of the whole affair is simply this. A gentleman connected with the 
academy called on me and offered to procure it for me, which I immediately de- 
clined, and the affair dropped. Some two or three weeks after Alexander Bullions 
wrote to me, and the following are his words on the subject of the academy: ‘| 
must inform you that |! have the opportunity of mentioning to the trustees my firm 
conviction, that if Dr. Shaw had mentioned a successor you would have been the 
man, and at the same time expressed a hope that if the place were offered, you 
would not accept of it. Now my dear sir, | know you have had a powerful itching 
for teaching, and perhaps the most respectable academy in the state is vacant, and 
anxious for a successor worthy of the Doctor. If that itching is still troublesome, 
Jet me know from you or direct to Dr. Beck, president. At the same time I must 
mention that you will find an opportunity of preaching here, especially on the Sab- 
bath evening. Still Ihave no doubt but that your pillow will feel as soft to your 
head in a dying day by remaining where you are, and faithfully, and zealously, and 
plainly preaching the everlasting gospel.’’ And towards the end, when speaking of 
Mr. Brownlee, he has these words: ‘“ Would it not be proper to invite him to be- 
come a candidate for this academy if you cecline?” To this I answered evasively, 
neither desiring to have the academy nor declining it, wishing to see how he would 
bring himself out, because it was in my knowledge before this time that he had 
sade all the interest in his power for his cousin, when Providence, with reverence 
be it spoken, helped him out by detaining the letter at the Post-office, as I men- 
tioned above. But even after this he invited me to Mr. Martin’s sacrament, when 
he insinuated that the result of Peter's choice would be known, and | might then 
have the academy. I then informed him that I could not come to Albany, as our 
own sacrament was appointed for the same day as Mr. Martin’s, and that | had not 
the remotest idea of making interest for that academy. A person of very plain un- 
derstanding could easily see the design of his application to me, 1 need scarcely 
add that I was no stranger to it, but it is just as well to say nothing farther. This 
is the whole account of all I had to do about that school, and | hardly think it pos- 
sible that A. Bullions could have asserted that | ever made application for it, and 
therefore | think Mr. Miller must have made what he said himself: all these things, 
however unpleasant, I entirely overlook, because | think it becomes us to sacrifice 
our personal grievances for the public good, and I urge you to do the same.”’ 
] am wy dear friend, 
Yours truly, 
ANDREW STARK.’ 

From this letter it appears that in 1824 the Presbytery of Cam- 
bridge was “already famous for contentions,” and I think it will be 
conceded that Mr. Stark is a competent witness in the matter, 
being at that time, and for some years before, a member of the 
Presbytery. Again he adds, “We have had contention enough 
already.”’* This was several years before any one of the present 
members of the Presbytery of Cambridge belonged to it at all, 
When the subscriber became a member of this Presbytery, five 
years afterwards, namely 1829, Mr. Stark gave him a similar cau- 
tion to that which he tendered in the letter through Mr. Campbell, 
to Mr. Whyte, then recently arrived from Scotland. From the ad- 
vice which Mr. Stark tendered to Mr. Whyte, it is very evident 
who were the members whom he considered as the cause or pro- 
moters of contentions for which the Presbytery was then famous. 


* It is not known to what Mr. Stark alludes, unless it be to a controversy or dis- 
agreement which existed for several years between Dr. A. Bullions and his brother- 
in-law, the Rev. John Donaldson. The latter was also a member of the Presbytery 
of Cambridge, but left it, as was commonly understood at that time, on account of 
the personal opposition of Dr. A. Bullions as early as 1820. 
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Ile first advises Mr. Campbell in a very friendly manner, and de- 
clares his disinterestedness in the advice; it was merely for the 
preservation of peace, and that the good cause in which they were 
engaged might not be injured: “On this ground I would presume 
to advise you to avoid, if possible, all dissension with the Bullionses.” 
By which he plainly admits that it may be impossible. And in 
reference to Mr. Whyte, he adds, “I would advise you, [Mr. C.] 
to impress on his (Mr. Whyte’s] mind, the impropriety of having 
any altereation with the Bullionses for ‘the sake of his own comfort 
and usefulness. If he has any difference with them every difficulty 
will be thrown in his way, and his prospects perhaps blasted here as 
elsewhere.” From which it is evident, if Mr. Stark can be believed, 
that “ the Bullionses,’’ that is, Messrs. A. and P. Bullions, would on 
account of “any difference ”’ with them, destroy the comfort, and 
“blast the usefulness” of an inoffensive man and eminently faithful 
and useful minister of the gospel as Mr. Whyte certainly was. This 
is Mr. Stark’s opinion of the men; and he professes to have known 
them well, and he certainly possessed favourable opportunities of 
forming a just estimate of their characters. They were from the 
same country, and if I have been correctly informed, were educated 
at least in part together, and had been for several years members of 
the same Presbytery. 

But some, and those too who are endeavouring to keep up and 
augment the divisions and disturbances, will endeavour to in- 
validate Mr. Stark’s credibility on this point, by charging him with 
writing under the influence of chagrin from disappointment respect- 
ing the Albany academy, which Mr. P. Bullions obtained in pur- 
suance “of a scheme” Mr. S. thinks, “ which had been concerted at 
aformer meeting of Presbytery.” But Mr. S. wholly disavows 
any such feeling, because he cared nothing about the academy; and 
when an offer of it was made to him, “by a gentleman connected 
with it, he peremptorily declined the proposal.”? And the reason he 
assigns for not answering Dr, A. Bullions in a similar manner, was 
the desire *‘ to see how he would bring himself out, beeause [he adds] 
it was in my knowledge before this time, that he had made all the 
interest in his power for his cousin.” To this it may be added that 
he entertained the same opinion of Dr, A. Bullions at least five 
years afterwards. 

I have made these remarks in vindication of Mr. Stark’s ecredi- 
bility, when he wrote the letter, (I had intended others which I find’ 
I must omit for want of room.) This much I thought necessary, 
because at the time the letter in question was first made public, such 
attempts were made to weaken Mr. Stark’s eredibility. In fine I 
would remark, that all who are acquainted with Mr. Stark’s usual 
style of writing, will admit that this letter was written in one of his 
most serious moods. Except in a single instance, namely, in his 
allusion to Providenee helping out Dr. A. Bullions, he searcely 
ever indulges in that vein of facetiousness so peculiar to him, when 
writing on such subjects. 

But, it will be asked, how could Mr. Stark now become asso- 
ciated with men of whom he had thus written? The answer to this 


question will fully appear, when ' come to show the way in which 
4 * 
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he became involved with them in their difficulties, and with them 
fell under the censures of the church. 

I had intended to give, next, a brief narrative of the different trials 
affecting the standing of Dr. A. Bullions, beginning with the first, 
until the time of deposition; or so much of them as would be ne- 
cessary to show that the commencement of every one of them origi- 
nated with Dr. Bullions himself. That whenever one difficulty was 
settled, some pretext or occasion was soon embraced to begin anew; 
and that this was in pursuance of a plan or system deliberately 
adopted and avowed by Dr. Bullions. But to furnish all the evi- 
dence necessary to establish this clearly would require more time 
and labour than I can at this time well afford to bestow on the sub- 
ject. 

I will therefore pass over the case of the students as disposed of 
in Synod, and all other matters until 1852. At the meeting of 
Synod, 1832, Dr. A. Bullions laid before Synod a libel, or paper of 
complaints, against the Presbytery of Cambridge. Two members 
of Presbytery requested Synod to take measures by which all the 
difficulties between Dr. Bullions and the Presbytery might be in- 
vestigated. The Synod accordingly appointed a commission, which, 
as Dr. Bullions protested against their meeting in Cambridge, met 
in Salem, N. Y., on the 12th of June, 1832, and continued its ses- 
sions until the 22d of the same month. After much patient in- 
vestigation by the commission, of all matters complained of, on both 
sides, Dr. Bullions was found worthy of censure in six particular 
instances, and the Presbytery justified from all his charges. See 
minutes of the commission, published in the R. Monitor, vol. 9, pp. 
160—190., 

Great pains was taken by the commission to effect a full recon- 
ciliation, and perfectly to restore peace; and by most people the 
hope was entertained that they had fully sueceeded. For my own 
part, I did not entertain any doubt at the time but that Dr. Bullions 
was sincere in his professions of reconciliation; and that afterwards 
peace would be maintained in the Presbytery. But it was soon ap- 
parent that there was some root of bitterness still not eradicated, as 
the following fact will show; but where, or in whose bosom it lin- 
gered, seemed difficult to conjecture. The commission concluded 
its sessions, and adjourned sine die, on the 22d of June, at about 
11 o'clock, P. M. I had two valuable horses in a pasture contiguous 
to the church, next morning it was found, that both of them had 
been stabbed with a sharp instrument, in the course of the preceding 
night, one mortally, and the other, after lingering some time, 
recovered. As no effort was made to find out the perpetrator of 
this cruel deed, the guilty person is not made manifest to this day. 
But no doubt could be reasonably entertained that the perpetra- 
tion of that deed had a connexion with offence taken at the trial be- 
fore the commission. The task of conducting the defence of the Pres- 
bytery, and of prosecuting the complaints against Dr. Bullions, was 
assigned on that occasion chiefly to me, on account of some pecu- 
liar circumstances respecting the other members of the Presbytery. 
And although I may not have been so happy in discharging that 
dificult duty as not to give offence, for I was then but an inexpe- 
rienced member of church courts; yet it was certainly my wish and 
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my aim to do it as mildly as was consistent with faithfulness. But 
I never could conceive of any other occasion of offence which [ 
may have given, that could prompt the perpetration of such a deed, 
and I am fully persuaded no other did exist, as I was comparatively 
a stranger at that time in this section of the country, and my inter- 
course with the people had been almost wholly confined to my own 
congregation. It was evident that the injury was intended to affect 
me alone, for my horses were selected out of ten or twelve that were 
in the field at the time, and it must have been done by a person who 
could distinguish my horses from the others which were in the pas- 
ture. ‘This circumstance produced no small excitement at the time, 
and was conclusive proof, that the result of the commission had not 
been satisfactory to all who had taken an interest in it. In order to 
give a full view of the state of feeling, and the kind of feeling which 
existed in reference to this matter, it seemed necessary to mention 
this fact; but it is not now necessary to dwell upon it, nor to attempt 
to find out the guilty. The day of judgment will make it manifest. 

But to return to the commission. The commission resolved to 
deal in the mildest manner possible with Dr. Bullions, after finding 
his conduct worthy of censure in six particulars, and most of them 
aggravated offences against the peace of the church, they issued the 
whole case with admonition to Dr. Bullions, judging, as they ex- 
pressed it in their minutes, that their proper object was, “ to find 
the truth, to convince, reform and conciliate.”? But, unhappily, the 
commission and the whole church were disappointed in their hopes. 
A more determined spirit of hostility to the peace of the church 
than had ever before appeared was soon manifested. In a meeting 
of his own session shortly afterwards, Dr. Bullions declared his in- 
tention of @ separation. The sEpaRaTION which he first avowed his 
intention of keeping up, he calls a © practical”? one. I wish the 
reader to mark this language, as it will afterwards appear how he 
kept it up. But before I proceed to this, I will introduce the proof 
of the fact, that Dr. Bullions avowed this intention before his own 
session. 

The late John Ashton of Cambridge, and one of the members of 
Dr. Bullions’ session, who was distinguished for his unaffected piety, 
for his sound judgment, and guileless simplicity, kept a journal of all 
that passed under his own observation connected with the peace of 
the church. His manuscript I have now before me, but in order 
that the extract which I shall take from his journal may not be in- 
terrupted, I shall first introduce a confirmatory certificate, by several 
of his brethren of the session, who were present, and heard Dr. Bul- 
lions make the avowal above stated. It is as follows: 


Cambridge, Nov. 15, 1841. 
“The undersigned do hereby certify, that they were members of the session of 
the Associate Congregation of Cambridge, in 1832; that they have heard and ex- 
amined the statement left in writing by Mr. John Ashton, then a member of said 
session, but now deceased, relative to the appointment of the dispensation of the 
sacrament of the Lord’s supper in August that year, and the conversation concern- 
ing the assistance which Dr. Bullions should have, and remember the facts sub- 
stantially as stated by Mr. Ashton, and we hereby certify, that we believe the cir- 
cumstances as stated by him to be true. (Signed,) JOHN DOBBIN, 
WILLIAM M‘GEOCH, 
JOHN ROBERTSON. 
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John Ashton’s Testimony, written in his own hand, No. 2, June, 
1832. 

«“ When the commission was about to adjourn, they (the members, ) 
advised the members of Presbytery to be then reconciled, to drop 
their contentions, and to live in peace and love as brethren ought to 
do. All the members of presbytery showed that they meant to do 
so except Dr. Bullions. 

“ A short time before our sacrament in August 1832, old Mr, 
Pringle informed Mr. William M‘Geoch, that Dr. Bullions was not 
going to have any of those ministers which he had been at variance 
with to assist him at the dispensation of the sacrament. So when 
the Dr. called the session in the intermission on the Sabbath to ap- 
point the time to dispense it, Mr. M‘Geoch asked the Doctor who he 
meant to have to assist him, he said Mr. Stalker, and did not know 
who else. Mr. M‘Geoch said, ‘*1 would be glad to see some of the 
other ministers here too,” that as the commission had taken so much 
pains to restore peace and harmony, we wished to see some fruit of 
their labours. ‘The Dr. then said, “1 have laid out a course for my- 
self for some time.”’ It was then asked what that course was. He 
replied, 1 MEAN TO KEEP A PRACTICAL SEPARATION FROM THEM. 
Several then spoke, that they wished to see peace returning again, 
that they thought it would be much better to ask one of them at 
least, and that if he would ask one, any one which he pleased, we 
would be satisfied, he told us that it was his privilege or prerogative 
to have whosoever he pleased, It was then moved to adjourn until 
the next day, to have more time to investigate the subject. 

«“ The Session met on Monday, and the Dr. told us that he could 
not hold communion with Mr. Miller because he brought him up 
before the commission for what he had said in a private house. He 
was then told that what Mr. Miller had done was no more than was 
his duty to do, for he should not have said it in a private house, no 
not even in his bed-chamber. 

« The words that the Dr. used for which Mr. Miller complained of 
him were, that a certain note in the narrative of our Declaration and 
Testimony, was the greatest tissue of falsehood he eversaw. He had 
used these words before, and was brought up for them, and submitted 
to a rebuke for them before Synod. So it was for saying them 
again, after he was rebuked for saying them, that Mr, Miller com- 
plained of him. 

« Now, to set the Doctor’s conduct in a fair light before the reader, 
he must be informed that the Dr. himself was a member of the com- 
mittee appointed by Synod to draft that note, Mon, vol. 3, p. 56. 
And he was in Synod when it was adopted, and no vote, protest, or 
dissent by him against it, Monitor, vol. v. p. 43. 

«“ Now when the Doctor came to think that this note was such a 
tissue of falsehood, (if he ever did think so,) he should have tried 
by memorial or some other way to have it altered, and not to 
have slandered the whole Synod out of doors, nor even in a private 
house. This I think a high crime, and merits a high degree of cen- 
sure. The respectable committee who drafted this note, were Dr. 
Anderson, Dr. Ramsey, Dr. Bullions, Messrs. Beveridge, Irvine and 
Adams, 

“The Doctor said also, that he could not hold communion with 
Mr. D. Gordon until he had an interview with him, and he acknow- 
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ledged his fault in that wherein he had misused him. We hada long 
talk, a great deal said on both sides. In the course of the conver- 
sation the Doctor said that he would hold ministerial, suT NOT CHRIS- 
TIAN COMMUNION WITH THEM; but the session could not agree to 
appoint the sacrament; some were for it, and one member, thinking he 
might get a vote for it by a bare majority, made a motion to that effect, 
but another, who was also for it, declared that he would not vote for it 
except we were all agreed. So when the Doctor saw how he was situ- 
ated, he cooled down a little and talked a little more compliant, and 
gave us Some encouragement that he would ask one of them at least, 
and so far be opening the way for peace and harmony to return to us 
again. ‘Then we all agreed to have the sacrament dispensed. Dr. 
Bullions went up the same week to Argyle, and invited Mr. Miller, 
and he accepted the invitation. But as soon as the Doctor came 
home he wrote him an insulting letter, (seemingly to prevent his 
coming,) Mr. Miller did not come indeed on account of sickness in 
iis family, but not on account of his letter, for he did not receive it 
till the following week; but when the letter did reach him he an- 
swered it in a Christian manner: the Doctor sent another, and began 
it by saying, “I have received your long and grave letter,”’ then 
went on as insulting as the first letter. ‘Three letters passed on 
each side, Mr. Miller’s last letter came down in the hand of one of 
his elders, to make an arrangement for a personal interview. So 
Mr. Miller came down with two of his elders, and the Doctor had 
two of his elders, they met at Mr. Small’s about sunset, and talked 
until three o’clock in the morning, but to no effect. Mr. Miller 
told what kind of acknowledgment would satisfy him, and the el- 
ders agreed that the Doctor ought to make it, but he would not. 
Then they adjourned until the next day, to Mr. Robertson’s, and 
talked until the Doctor had to go aw ay to fulfil some appointments. 
Mr. Miller wrote down the acknowledgments, and left it with one 
of the elders, that if the Doctor would sign his name to it, it would 
satisfy him, and all would be settled; but no, the Doctor would not 
do it.”” 

I shall close this letter with a copy of the correspondence which 
passed between Doctor Bullions and myself, to which Mr, Ashton 
refers in the above extract. 

But 1 may first state that a few days before the date of Dr. Bul- 
lions’ first letter, he called at my house and mentioned the time of 
the dispensation of the sacrament of the Lord’s supper at Cambridge, 
and asked me to assist him; I promised him to do so, provided my 
wife, who was then very sick, was well enough to permit me to 
leave home. But as appearances were unfavourable at the time, 1 
proposed that if it would be agreeable to him, and she should not be 
better, L could supply the congregation of Hebron on that Sabbath, 
and Mr, Anderson could go to Cambridge, as this would not re- 
quire me to be from home over night. To this arrangement he con- 
sented. He then went home, and wrote the following letter. 


Cambridge, August 16, 1832. 
Rev,—Sir, at our short interview, when parting, I altogether forgot to specify what 
services | expect from you at our sacrament. I “will expect you to preach on Satur- 
day, and also on Monday, provided Mr. P. Bullions does not attend. If he comes 
up, he will preach on Monday. 
It was my intention, when | saw you, to have mentioned a matter to you which I 
thought honesty required, but also passed it over. In the scenes that have passed 
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in Presbytery and Synod, in which you took such an active and conspicuous part 
against me, and of the spirit with which you may appear to me to have been act 
ated, whatever I think, 1 have nothing to say, and they will never prove any bar 
in the way of ministerial intercourse. Whatever I either say or do in the pulpit or 
in court is open to all, and as long as they oppose it honourably I have nothing to 
say. But I feel very differently in respect of your attempts as a man and a gentle. 
man, to find out the most secret communication between me and Mr. Stalker, and 
of your bringing into court, remarks which you say were made by me in your own 
house, and also in mine. 1 would act a criminal part for the time to come if | ever 
forget that in all our private intercourse, I am in the presence of a spy watching me, 
and in the hour of trial will produce it for my hurt. This consideration will of course 
reduce my private intercourse with you to a dry formality. I mention this now that 
you may be aware of it, and to account for the manner (that a prudent regard for 
my safety imposes) of the future intercourse that | can maintain with you. | regret 
the more being reduced to adopt this as it is far from being congenial to my nature, 
and as | could not have anticipated that you were capable of the conduct thiat de- 
mands it, till I witnessed it.”’ ALEXANDER BULLIONS. 


Copy of the Answer to the foregoing. 
South Argyle, October 24, 1°32. 

Rev. and Dear Brother,—Some time since I received a letter from you, dated Au- 
gust 16,1632. Your absence from home rendered it unnecessary for me to answer 
it when | read it, and other duties have prevented my doing so since. 

It appears from the date and contents of your letter, that it was intended to reach 
me before the communion at Cambridge, in which you invited me to assist when 
you were at my house, which invitation I really then thought cordial and earnest, 
and which I felt very desirous to meet in the same spirit with which I supposed it 
given. But it appears from your letter, that at that same time you entertained 
towards me feelings which must have greatly marred, if not altogether destroyed 
brotherly intercourse, and communion, and which for some reason you thought 
proper at that time not to mention. I was extremely sorry to learn that you enter- 
tained such feelings towards ine, and was farther sorry that since you did entertain 
them, you had never mentioned them to me in all our intercourse before, so as to 
give me an opportunity to have them removed. We are commanded that if we re- 
member, even after we have brought our gift to the altar, that our brother has 
aught against us, to leave there our gift, and first be reconciled to our brother, and 
then to offer our gift. But I did not know that my brother, Dr. Bullions, had aught 
against me. I had been in your house and you had been in mine, we had been in 
the pulpit together, and together had been employed in the public solemn worship 
of God. We had sat together at the social table of a friend, and yet you gave me 
no notice that you had aught against me, until after you had invited me to join with 
you and assist in solemnly commemorating the dying love of our blessed Redeemer, 
and at a time too when there was little opportunity for removing the difficulties be- 
fore that solemn occasion. 

My dear brother, these things ought not to be so, and why they are so I know not 
For notwithstanding certain insinuations in your letter, 1 am altogether unconscious 
of having ever given you, directly or indirectly, any ground for the feelings which 
you say you now, and for all time to come shall have towards me, After much re- 
flection, 1 am not conscious of having ever conducted towards you in any other 
way than duty or friendship required. If I have erred or failed in my duty towards 
you, which from the frailty of my nature I confess is very probable, [ can say it 
was not intentional, and I will esteem it a most kind and brotherly act in you to 
point it out to me, that | may see and correct it. For my desire is to have a con- 
science void of offence towards men as well as towards God. 

Since I know you now entertain such feelings towards me, I think it my duty to 
use all auteoenl means to endeavour to remove them. And in order to attempt 
this 1 would now invite you to a brotherly conference, in the presence of some of 
our brethren, say the members of your session and of mine together, or any other 
Christian brethren, that it might be thought proper to have present, at any time and 
place convenient to you and practicable for me to attend; where we might pet- 
sonally confer, and I would hope, that under the direction of the Spirit of truth and 
peace, these feelings might yet be removed. 

I would only farther add, that there is a sentiment or two in your letter, which 
I trust and hope, were only unguardedly expressed; but as they appear to me to be 
unscriptural, and contrary to our holy profession, | would also wish to make them 
a subject of conference at the same time. I hope you will let me bear from you 
soon on this subject; as we contemplate the dispensation of the sacrament of the 
supper here shortly, it would be exceedingly desirable to have all obstacles to an 
harmonious intercourse removed before that takes place. 

1 am, dear brother, yours, truly, 


J, P. MILLER. 


Rev. A. Bullions, D. D. 
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Copy of Dr. Bullions’ answer to the above. 


Cambridge, December 9, 1832. 

«Rev. Brother,—A long, and very mane letter of yours, dated October 24, has 
been long by me unacknowledged. Permit me to say that you make a mighty 
matter of the reason I assigned in a note to you that would constrain me to joteie 
our common social intercourse to a mere formality: “ That you acted on the prin- 
ciple of making public charges of what transpired in private social intercourse, and 
of ascertaining on oath what occurred between frienas.’’ Remember that I brought 
not this charge against your moral or religious character, and it has in my opinion, 
no relation to Christian or ministerial intercourse. All that I have to say of it is, 
that like the smell of tobacco, it is not agreeable to my feelings, and that I cannot 
desire much social intercourse with the man that indulges in it, but must regard 
him asaspy. It is however, probable, that this conduct which is disagreeable to 
me may greatly recommend you to others, and | am sure you will find many, even 
clergy, practising it. To refer, therefore, this antipathy to brethren, appears to me 
perfectly ridiculous, 1 would just as soon refer to them any of the many things that 
are disagreeable to me in fellow men, and prevent me from maintaining intimate 
intercourse with them. My feelings on this subject may be right or wrong, but I 
hope they will not interfere with my intercourse with a brother in religious matters. 
They have not at least hitherto induced me to decline religious intercourse with 
yourself, and if they operate against your holding it with me, the responsibility will 
rest with yourself. 

In your letter you mention that there are some things in my note which you wish 
to refer to the judgment of brethren. This seems to confirm me in the opinion 
that social intercourse with you is not to be desired by me. Indeed I fear | am 
labouring under too many infirmities to be an associate of yours. Sir, it seems I 
cannot write even a short, an intentionally guarded note, without giving you such 
offence as to make it matter of public prosecution, 

Respectfully yours, 
ALEXANDER BULLIONS. 
Copy of the answer to the above. 
South Argyle, December 18, 1832. 

Rev. and dear Brother,—Your letter of December Y, in answer to mine of Octo- 
ber 24th, was not so satisfactory as could have been desired. I do not now propose 
any remarks upon your remarks on my letter. I surely intended to be serious. [ 
am sorry that you appear to have altogether misunderstood the object and purport 
of my letter. 1 certainly said nothing about referring any thing in your letter, or 
any thing else to the judgment of brethren. But [ invited you to a brotherly con- 
ference in the presence of some of our brethren. The case is simply this: I consider 
that you have been endeavouring to slander and calumniate me, and thus to de- 
stroy, or at least greatly injure my usefulness as a minister of the gospel. Besides, 
certain sentiments expressed in your letter, which I consider altogether subversive 
of discipline in the church, and which I had hoped were not the deliberate senti- 
ments of your mind. But it now appears from your last letter, that you had 
written nothing which was not intentionally guarded. Hence the necessity for a 
conference or an interview is increased instead of being removed. I made the pro- 
posal because it appeared the only way in whichI could with propriety make use of 
private means to have the offence removed. I considered myself virtually forbid- 
den in your former letter from going into your house. I sincerely regret the neces- 
sity of being in this way called upon to vindicate myself from your charges, which 
I consider, not only highly slanderous, but very insidious in the manner. | had 
hoped from your concessions and promises before the commission, that you would 
thenceforth study the things which make for peace. And | cannot but still cherish 
a hope, that upon better reflection you will see the injustice and injury which you 
have attempted to do me. 

{ regret that you have delayed giving me an answer so long. I was exceedingly 
desirous that all obstacles to a proper comfortable Christian intercourse might be 
removed before our communion, which is to take place on the first Sabbath of 
January. In October, when the session determined on the dispensation of the sa- 
crament of the supper at this time, I laid before them the charges which you brought 
against me in your letter; and consulted them whetherI[ should under these circum- 
stances invite your assistance on the occasion or not. They unanimously decided 
that it would be improper, but with one voice also they advised that steps be taken 
without delay to remove the difficulties in some private way if practicable. And it 
was with this view I wrote on the 24th of October. It is still my earnest desire 
that this should yet be accomplished before our sacrament. And notwithstanding 
the shortness of the time, | would yet do any thing in my power to attain so de- 
sirable an object. It is truly painful to me to be compelled to seek redress for in- 
juries committed against my character by one so much my senior in years, and in 
the service of the church. I am, Rev. and dear brother, yours, &c. 

J. P. MILLER. 
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The length to which this letter has unavoidably grown, seems io 
preclude the propriety of any farther remarks at this time. I must 
however state on the above correspondence, that the insinuation jn 
Dr. B’s. first letter, that the subscriber asked an improper question 
at one of the witnesses (Mr. Stalker’s,) when Dr. Bullions was on 
trial before the commission of Synod in June 1832, is wholly with- 
out foundation, The question which Dr, Bullions afterwards ex- 
plained, that he referred, though a perfectly proper one, was not 
asked by the subscriber at all, but by a member of the commission, 
as was fully proved by the statement of that member himself on the 
floor of Synod, when this matter was before that body, at its meeting 
in Baltimore in 1834, 

After the receipt of the last letter Dr. B. agreed to a conference, 
not, however, until the necessity of it was strongly urged by the 
members of his own session, who carried the letter to him. The 
result of the interview must be deferred for another communication. 

I am, Dear brethren, yours truly, 
J. P. MILLER. 


—_ 


Life of Thomas M‘Crie, D. D., Author of “ Life of John Knoz,”’ ete. 
elc. By his Son Rev. Thomas M‘Crie. 

Wm. S. Youne has in press, and will soon publish, the above 
named work, the perusal of which excites an interest not. less in- 
tense than was produced at the first reading of the “ Life of Knox.” 
It contains many thrilling passages, not to be found in any other 
work. If any Presbyterian can read it without emotion, or with- 
out receiving salutary impressions, we envy him not; he is unwor- 
thy the name he bears. 

The reader will find a history of the Testimony adopted by the 
Associate Synod in 1804, of the opposition it met with, and of the 
effects that followed; of the Union of 1820, of the Protesters, and oi 
the Synod of original Seceders; of the controversy respecting Vo- 
luntaryism, of the Veto Act, and of the present state of religion, 
His correspondence, literary labours, private views and character, to- 
gether with his trials through the events which preceded and fol. 
lowed his deposition, are exhibited ina lively and fascinating manner. 
It will be seen by a perusal of this book, that simultaneously with 
the adoption of the New Testimony of 1804, and the deposition ot 
M<Crie and his associates, commenced the downfal of the Secession 
cause in Scotland; yet that deposition was held vAip by the courts 
of law, and almost universally by the ecclesiastics of that day. It 
also strengthens a conviction, long entertained by many, that a cor- 
rect knowledge of the true position of church and state towards 
each other, or the magistrate’s power, circa sacra, is an attainment 
not yet made by the church, and probably will not be made till the 
ushering in of the millennium. We know of no human effort, 
that with the blessing of God, will be more likely to prove useful 
to our church, in present circumstances, than the general circulation 
of this work. It breathes the true spirit. 


—j— 


To ConRESPONDENTS.—We have received “ An Address on Fo- 
reign Missions,” which must be deferred, with other articles, till 
next volume, 
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(Concluded from p. 468.] 


3. It appears that Dr, B. evidently attempted deception in addressing a letter to 
himself with his own hand, and in having it falsely post-marked, Franklinville. 
The letter had no address but by his own hand. If it came to him in an envelope, 
how was it post-marked? If it was for his own private use, why put on the address 
himself? The attempt at deception gave evidence that he had some agency in it 
which he wished to conceal. 

4. The person who addresses the letter should be held as the author, unless he 
can show for whom he did it, even though the hand of an amanuensis alone may 
be seen in the body of the letter. 

5. A nota bene at the close of a letter not professing to be by a different author, 
identifies its author with that of the letter itself, till he show that he is not the 
same. In this case there was no hint given that the nota bene was written by any 
other than the author of the letter. 

6, The writer of the nota bene in the copy which Mr. D. Gordon received, as- 
suming to dispose of the letter, as in this case he does, assumes the authorship of 
it, or at least the responsibility; which was the thing charged by the Presbytery 
against Dr. B., who wrote the note. 

7. Dr. B., writing the note bene in the letter which Mr. D. Gordon received, ad- 
dressed it toa third person, who was to send it to Mr. Gordon, ‘This was to pub- 
lish it, which was the thing charged by the Presbytery. 

2, Messrs. Whyte and Stalker, by entreating Dr. B. to do nothing with the let- 
ter, but to burn it, showed that they understood him to be concerned in the author- 
ship or publication of it, and he used no means to change these apprehensions, 

9, Dr. B., by reading the letter to Messrs. Whyte and Stalker without expressing 
his disapprobation of it, was publishing it, and so rendering himself responsible, ac- 
cording to the charge by Presbytery. 

10. Dr. B, having the earliest copy of the anonymous letters known, should be 
held responsible for it till he show how he obtained it; and copies being afterwards 
sent to at least four different persons, he must be accounted the publisher till he 
acquit himself, 

il. The facts, that the letter to Mr. Miller contained a note stating that ‘‘a copy 
would be handed to the Rev. G. Mairs;’’ that Mr. Mairs actually received a copy 
accordingly: that the earliest copy known was in Dr. B.’s possession; that Dr. B. 
called on Mr. Mairs to see the letter which Mr. Mairs had, while there was no com- 
munication between them from the time of its reception by Mr. Mairs till the time 
that Dr. B. called to see it, plainly importing that he knew by his own deed that it 
was there; and that Mr. Mairs refused to let his copy be seen, on account of the 
handwriting, all make an irresistible impression that Dr, B. was responsible for those 
letters. It is proper to notice, further, that it appeared in Presbytery that Mr. Mairs 
expressly refused to give testimony in Presbytery respecting the reports or letter 
in his possession, because of the friendship between him and Dr. Bullions, Did 
this imply any thing else than that he knew that Dr. B. had criminal agency in that 
letter, and that his testimony would prove the Doctor responsible? 


After all, it should be observed that the clearness and force of evi- 
dence before a court can scarcely ever be transferred to paper before 
the public. But it may be satisfactory to the reader if it can even 
now be shown that Presbytery did no injustice to Dr. B. by their 
decision on this point, and that the evidence before them did lead 
them to a correct conclusion. To show this we shall introduce evi- 
dence on this matter which has lately appeared, and which, we think, 
puts the truth of the charge even of his being the author beyond 
doubt. It is the testimony of James Lowrie, John Robertson, Wil- 
liam Robertson and wife, at the taking of which Dr. B. was notified 
to attend. And before Dr, B. and all his friends, we here say to 
the public, that the character of each and all of these witnesses, for 
veracity and good standing, is above impeachment. ‘The following 
is a copy of the testimony :— 


“ Srare or New York, 
Washington Co., 88. 
“James Lowrie, of Jackson, in said county, being duly sworn, saith, that about the 
Ist of March, 1836, at a meeting of Presbytery in Cambridge, Dr, A, Bullions read 
to this deponent, John Robertson and Williaim Stevensou, a paper which he had 


Prepared to read to Presbytery, then in session. He read it in order to obtain our 

advice upon the propriety of reading it to Presbytery. The contents of the paper 

I do not distinctly recollect; but | got the impression at the time, and believed it 
VoL. XVIIL.—+2 
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was a very bad paper; and deponent advised him not to read it to the Presbytery, 
telling him, if he did so, it would ruin him. The other individuals above named 
gave him the same advice. In June, 1838, a short time after he had retusned from 
Synod, Dr. Bullions asked deponent if he recollected of his reading a paper to de- 
ponent, John Robertson, and William Stevenson, at the time the Presbytery met to 
settle the tampering case, Upon deponent’s answering in the affirmative, he said 
that that paper contained the suin and substance of that anonymous letter, (mean- 
ing the anonymous letter sent to Rev. D. Gordon,) and I laid it away in my study, 


oP apt 8 


= 


; ae 


and it is gone, and [ do not know where it is, but | suppose some person got it, and ; 
made up that letter from it. 7 
JAMES LOWRIE. an 

Subscribed and sworn this 2th day of a 
January, 1842, before me, 5 


James Tuompsoy, J. P. 
‘*Srare or New York, 
¢ Washington Co., ss. 
“ John Robertson, of Jackson, in said county, being duly sworn, saith, that in the 
spring of the year 1236, Dr. Alexander Bullions read to this deponent, Messrs, Wil- 
liam Stevenson and James Lowrie, a paper containing substantially the same mat- 


ter, if not the same words with the anonymous letter afterwards sent to the Rev a 
D. Gordon, and which was before the Assoriate Presbytery of Cambridge, April th 
10th and 12th, 1838, for trial of Dr. A. Bullions’ agency in it, except the heading se 
The names of the members of Presbytery who were charged in the body of the pa- le 
per read to us were not in the heading of it, as in either of the anonymous letters fn 
which | saw, and which were read to we. What use Dr. B. proposed to make ot es 


the paper, when he read it, I do not distinctly recollect. Yet, whatever use he pro- p 
posed to make of it, we solemnly enjoined on him to make no use whatever of the 
paper, for it would destroy him, as it was false and slanderous in the highest de- 





gree, and would utterly ruin him if he made any farther use of it. ny 
On Saturday, the 16th of June, 183, the day after the Commissioners from Synod ie 
arrived in Cambridge, | called on Dr. Alexander Bullions to inform him of their c} 
arrival, and of their expectation to occupy the church the next day, (being Sab- 
bath,) agreeably to their appointment by Synod. Mr. Buallions said he intended to ni 
occupy it himself. { said to him, You ought not to do so; adding, you have no a 
right or autherity to preach the gospel, having been justly depoged for crimes which dj 
ought to silence any man. Mr. Bullions started up, and asked, Por what? I stated | 
to him, For the part he (you) took in the anonymous letters, attempting thereby to ¢ 
destroy the character of your brethren of the Presbytery; adding, in the following n 
words, ‘ Mr. Ballions, you must know that / do know that you wrote or indited the a 
matter of the anonymous letters.’ Mr. Bullions dropped his eyes and seemed in 
deep thought for a short time, and then asked, Do you recollect of my reading to 
you a paper in 1836? (referring, as | suppose, to the reading of the above mentioned i 


paper in presence of deponent and Messrs. Stevenson and Lowrie ;) to which [ em- \ 

phatically replied, do. Mr. Bullions then stated that he had prepared a paper of 
the import of these letters, (referring to the anonymous letters.) and that we had $ 
read it to deponent, and to Mr. James Lowrie, and Mr. William Stevenson together, j 
adding, ‘I had it lying in my study room, but it is gone, and [ do not know wheve ‘ 

it is?” The manner in which this last expression was ade conveyed to me the 
idea that Mr. Bullions carefully avoided saying that he did not know where the C 
paper had gone, or the use that had been made of it. { 
JOHN ROBERTSON. ‘ 

Subscribed and sworn this 26th day of 

January, 1842, before me, . 


James Tuompsos, J. P.” 1 
“Spare or New Yors, 
; Washington Co., ss. 

“ William Robertson, of Cambridge, in said county, being duly sworn, saith, that 
Dr. Bullions came to the house of this deponent some time after the Commissioners ‘ 
of Synod, in 1838, came to Cambridge, and stated that he wished to have a private 


conversation with this deponent and his wife; and further stated that he wanted to 
know whether we were going to adhere to him or the Synod; and that if we in- 
tended to leave him, he wanted that we should state to him frankly the reason. | 
stated to him that he had been regularly deposed, and | thought justly, particularly 
for the part he had taken in the anonymous letters. He then stated, by way of expla- 
nation, that he had prepared a paper for some purpose which deponent does not now 
recollect, and had kept it for some length of time in his study room, in some book, 
where it might be seen by any person disposed tu examine it, containing the sub- 
stance of the anonymous letter, (as deponent sapposed, the letter sent to Rey. Da- 
vid Gordon,) and that the paper was missing for some length of time. He also 
stated that the matter of the paper was afte wards returned in the form of a letter, 
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with some alterations. And he gave this deponent to understand that in that shape 
he had put it into circulation, 


“ WILLIAM ROBERTSON. 
“ Sabseribed and sworn, this 2th day of 


January, 1542, before me, 
“‘Jamues Tuompsoy, J. P.” 


“ Washington County, ss. 

“Mary Robertson, wife of the above named William Roborteon, being duly 
eworn, saith, that the above atlidavit, to which he has subscribed his name, is true ; . 
and that, in addition thereto, the letter referred to im the close of his affidavit, as 


being pat into circulation, was the letter seat to David Gordon, as deponent under- 
sto d. 


“MARY ROBERTSON, 
‘‘ Subscribed and sworn, this 26th day of 
January, 1342, before me, 


“ James Tuompson, J. P.” 


Although the abeve testimony, perhaps, needs no eomment, yet 
we would just call the reader's attention to a few peints. We see 
that Dr. 3. distinetly acknowledges to four witnesses that he, him- 
self, prepared a paper ia substance the same with the anenymous 
letters; and te two of thena, that copies: in substance were drawra 
from that paper; and that, it being now in the form of a letter, he 
put it inte cireulation, Let it also be remembered that it was proved 
that the letter in the hand of Mr. George Mairs was a copy of it; 
and that Dr. B., in charging members of Presbytery on report, re- 
ferred them to that letter in the hand of Mr. Mairs; that is, he 
charged members of Presbytery on reports of his own raising. We 
now ask, how could the memorialists, as they do on page 10th, say, 
and especially, how did Dr. B. give it his signature; that the evi- 
dence before Presbytery “ could not support their conclusion, for the 
charge itself was not true ;”’ that “ Dr, B. neither wrote these letters 
nor caused them to be written?”? This was too much to say in such 
a case, and especially as it now appears. 

Bat it is thought by some that though Dr. B. was guilty, Presby- 
iery were severe, and carried their eensures too hastily and too far. 
We reply, first, though on proper evidence of repentance a man 
should be absolved from censure, yet, while he remains impenitent 
fora censurable crime proved against him, it is contrary to scripture, 
to rules of discipline, and to common sense to absolve him; and, se- 
condly, if a man has offended often, repeating frequently, in one 
form or another, the same sins for which he gave satisfaetion, it is 
admitted by all that he renders his repentanee doubtful; and that 
when, at last, no evidence of repentance is given, and the same sin 
is persevered in, more severe eensures are necessary. That this 
was the ease with Dr. Bullions we shall show by giving a very brief 
history of his more prominent offenees for some years past, and 
especially of the eireumetances under whieh he introdueed the mat- 
ter which issued in his deposition. 

In 1830 Dr. B. was rebuked before Synod for language inconsist- 
ent with his religious profession, and for improper and offensive 
words which had bee n, in Presbytery, charged as falsehoods. (See 
Minutes of Synod of that year, pages 24—28. ) In 1832, being laid 
under a eharge by the Assoeiate Presbytery of Cambridge, and un- 
der a sentence ef admonition, he refused to submit withent certain 
limitations. Synod deeided that he should submit according to that 
sentence. Ile submitted, and was admonished by Synod accord- 


ingly. (See Minutes of that year, pages 19—24. Before Synod’s 
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Commission, in Salem, 1832, he declared, contrary to truth, that he 
had not submitted in Synod without limitations. By the same Com- 
mission he was found guilty in several points, on which he was re- 
quired to confess his sin, to promise to avoid giving offence again in 
those matters, and to submit to an admonition. ‘To all this he sub. 
mitted. In 1833 he gave in to a member of the Presbytery of Cam. 
bridge a large paper, containing protests against, and dissents from 
all, or nearly all, the decisions of the Commission to which he had 
submitted; and in November of the same year he declared in Pres- 
bytery, and before a large audience, that he had not exercised con- 
trition for, nor confessed to God any one of all the things for which 
he had been censured by Presbytery, Synod, or Commission. In 
the same year he set up an objection to communion with the Rey, 
David Gordon, In 1834 the ground of this objection was tried; 
Mr. Gordon was acquitted; Dr. B, acquiesced in the decision, and 
again renewed his objection, and carried the matter to Synod, On 
this and several other matters brought before Synod in 1834, and on 
all of them that were tried in Synod, Dr. B. was found guilty, left 
under suspension, remitted to the Presbytery of Cambridge, to be 
by them rebuked and restored, on condition of his submitting as 
follows, namely, “that he make an unequivocal confession of his sin 
in this contempt of the Presbytery of Cambridge; in declaring his 
impenitence for the things for which he had been censured; in re- 
fusing communion with the Rev. D. Gordon, when the grounds of 
that refusal had been removed; in charging the Presbytery of Cam- 
bridge with a litigious spirit; in writing and presenting the paper of 
dissents and protests against the decisions of the Commission, in 
which he retracted his submission and agitated cases that were set- 
tled; and in manifesting a want of due respect to the courts of 
Christ’s house, and a spirit of insubordination; and that he express 
his resolution to live in peace with his brethren, and never more to 
agitate nor encourage the agitation of any of the matters which oc- 
casioned the late disturbances in the Presbytery.”? (See Minutes, 
pages 182, 183.) To all this Dr. B. submitted, at Cambridge, Dec., 
1834. . Notwithstanding this submission, in 1835 he renewed a 
charge which had been made by Mr. Stalker in 1854, namely, that 
some members of Presbytery had tampered with two members of 
the congregation of Cambridge, to induce them to make a party in 
the congregation, and promising that they would be supported in it. 
‘This was carefully and fully tried, every member of Presbytery ac- 
quitted, and Dr. B. acknowledged, at the close of the trial, that he 
was convinced, after the full investigation which the matter had re- 
ceived in Presbytery, that there was no foundation for the charge, 
confessed his sin in rashly making it, and promised to agitate no 
more these matters to the disturbance of the Presbytery. Yet, the 
next Sabbath after this acknowledgment and promise, he expressed 
himself in such a manner in his congregation, that many of them 
considered it a retraction of his submission and a violation of his 
promise. This matter was brought before Presbytery, and carried 
to Synod in 1836, Synod ordered that on Dr. B’s disclaiming any 
intention to contradict the deed of Presbytery, they should dismiss 
the whole affair. Now, according to the above testimony of Messrs. 
James Lowrie and John Robertson, Dr. B., at the very meeting of 
Presbytery at which the trial of his charge of tampering was closed, 
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aad at which he expressed his conviction that there was no founda- 
tion for the charge, and his sorrow for making it, he read to them 
the original draft, prepared by himself, of those anonymous letters, 
the main charge in which is that same charge of tampering. This 
was in the beginning of March, 1836. Having, in the view of some 
members of his congregation, on the next Sabbath, retracted the 
submission made at this meeting of Presbytery, the order of Synod 
above quoted, that he should diselaim any intention of contradicting 
Presbytery’s decision respeeting the charge of tampering, came to 
hand in June. In the latter part of August following, according to 
the testimony of Messrs. Whyte and Stalker, Dr. B. read to them 
another eopy of his draft of the anonymous letters. In September 
he complied, in Presbytery, with the above order of Synod as the 
condition of his eseaping censure, Notwithstanding this disclaimer, 
in December following he sent a copy of the anonymous letter to 
Mr. D. Gordon, which was addressed to himself by his own hand, 
nd with a forged post-mark. In January, 1837, another copy of 
he same is sent to Mr. Miller, with a nota bene stating that copies 
it would be sent to neighbouring ministers of other denomina- 
tions; which was actually done, as Messrs, G, Mairs and P. Gordon, 
ministers of the Associate Reformed Church, received each a copy. 
This copy sent to Mr. Miller was post-marked Albany; and it is 
known that on the date of the post-mark, Dr. B. was in Albany, 
Nothing was said about those letters by any that received them; all 
was silence till, on the 5th of October, 1837, Dr. B. himself refers 
to them as sufficient eause for suspending the business of Presby- 
tery, and introduced the matter which issued in his deposition. 
\lere is a true histeric pieture of the man and his eonduct. This is 


ic ease in which the proceedings of Presbytery were sustained by 
Synod in 1838. It was brought up by Dr. B. The Presbytery, 


| 
‘ 


ough at a disadvantage by the manner in which he brought it up, 
permitted the trial te goon. He had all privilege of defenee in 
synod, and on every point on which he ehose to complain against 
Presbytery or to defend himself. He was patiently heard, and his 
case was carefully discussed. The decision of Presbytery was con- 
firmed by a vote of 38 to 9; and ef these 9, two members acknow- 
ledged Dr. B.’s guilt, but objected to the severity of the sentence; 
and two others declared the objeet of their yote was entirely differ. 
ent from that of his acquittal. 

On a view of the whole ease, let the reader judge whether Dr. B, 
was not ripe for censure; whether Presbytery or Synod did injus- 
tice: or whether the Presbytery were impatient, # eager to devour,” 

“hasty, or severe.”’ Or let him say hosw many offences must be 
borne with, and how long; or how many retractigns of submission, 
and renewed agitations of mafte rs settled, and how many repetitions 

f the same offences, without any evidence of repentance at last, 
will be neee sssary to "justify a Presbytery in deposing one of their 
number, 

The third specification of eomplaint by the Memorialists, is the case 
of Mr. Dunean Stalker. Not to follow them in their uneandid reflec: 
wons, nor in their perversions of facts, in all their partiewlars, we s/ail 
vive a brief statement of the case, referring the reader, for more particus 
ar information, to the documents on which this sketch is based, as pube 
lished by the Presbytery of Cambridge, in their Doeymentary History, 


42* 
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On November 14th, 1837, when the case of Dr. A. Bullions was on 
trial, Mr. Stalker read a paper which he had prepared, containing much 
censurable matter. He gave it up to Presbytery at their demand; and 
at their meeting in February, 1838, the following charges founded on 
that paper were tabled against him, viz: 

“1. Mr. Stalker is guilty of denying the right constitution of this Presbytery, 
and their authority as a court of Christ. 


“2. Mr. Stalker is guilty of slandering the Presbytery, in charging them with 
aeting in the spirit of ‘ suspicion, cruel jealousy, and want of brotherly love’ in 
their proceedings against Dr. Bullions for six years past, and particularly, with 
acting ‘ solely’ in that spirit in the case pending. 

“3 > Mr. Stalker is guilty of adopting a divisive course, and of threatening still to 
pursue it in deelaring that he will support Dr. Bullions in his disobedience to the 


decisions of this Presbytery, and threatening to separate himself from Presbytery 
and this church on account of these decisions. 


‘©4. Mr Stalker declares his disagreement with this Presbytery and the Associate 
Synod, to which we are subordinate, in their profession and maintenance of the 
principles of the Reformation and Secession, in his justifying the United Secession 
Church, and his going into that union, ‘ blessing God that he was a minister in that 


eharch. : 


While these articles were under consideration, Mr. Stalker asked and 
obtained liberty of absence from this meeting; he was however served 
with a copy of these articles, and with a citation to attend for trial on the 
7th of March following. At that meeting he did not attend, nor send any 
excuse, and Presbytery having obtained satisfactory information that he 
was purposely absent, which he himself, at the next meeting, expressly 
confirmed, enjoined on him to desist from the exercise of the ministry 
till the matter be issued, because the charges against him justified sus- 
pension till they were tried, and especially so, as it now appeared that he 
was baffling a trial by designed absence. At the next meeting, which 
was in April following, he appeared, declared that he had not desisted 
jrom preaching, and contemptuously renounced the authority of Presbyte- 
ry requiring it. Mr. Stalker was put on trial on the above charges after 
expressly refusing to retraet a word of his paper on which they were 
based. He was fully heard in defence. ‘The charges were found both 
relevant and true. He then gave in a declinature, not simply of the 
action of the Presbytery in the case, as the memorialists say, but of the 
authority of Presbytery altogether, intimating, at the same time, that he 
intended 2 final separation from Presbyiery, introducing his declinature 
with these words. ‘** As we shall probably never again meet in the same 
capacity—I hereby decline the authority of this Presbytery, &c.”’ He 
contemptuously withdrew, while the Moderator warned him that the 
Presbytery would proceed nevertheless. Afier consideration of his ease, 
he was deposed from the office of the holy ministry, and excommuni- 
cated with the lesser sentence, on the above grounds accumulated. 

On the above course of procedure we shall offer a few remarks in 
answer to the memorialists. 1. They represent that the charges, which 
Presbytery had against Mr. Stalker, were raised by perverting his speech 
which he read on Dr. Bullions’ trial. We reply, the reader, who has 
access to the Presbytery’s history, may satisfy himself on this point, by 
comparing the charges with the published speech itself. He will see 
that Presbytery passed, without comment or censure, all the arguments 
on the case, however unsound they were, and only took up things which 
did not belong to the case on trial. The freedom of speech which the 
memorialists say Was injured by these measures, was no lawful freedom, 
but licentiousness, of which a court of Christ especially should not be 
ihe theatre. 

2. The memorialists say that Mr. Stalker's disavowal of intention to 
express the things charged against him should have acguitted him. But 
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his disavowal was in direct contradiction to his expressions in his paper, 
which he would not retract; nor did he show that his meaning was really 
different from that with which the Presbytery charged him. 

3. They also charge the Presbytery with cruelty in Mr. Stalker’s case. 
We state in reply, that before trial of the charges which were tabled against 
him, the Presbytery, desirous to terminate the matter in as easy a manner 
to Mr. Stalker as would be consistent with faithfulness, requested him to 
retract his expressions which contained the matters of charge. He replied, 
«so far as I know myself, I never will retract one word of it.” ‘Thus 
the Presbytery was shut up to proceed with the trial; and his subse- 
quent conduct, as well as the primary charges, made weighty censure 
necessary. 

4. But the memorialists say, that by a stretch of power, never before 
witnessed in the Secession Church or any other, Presbytery commanded 
Mr. Stalker to desist from his ministry till the matter be issued, for this 
reason, that he did not see fit to appear on the first citation. ‘The memo- 
rialists seem to be in the habit of judging that the last act of the aceused, 
before censure or restriction by Presbytery, must be the sole reason for 
such a deed of the court. We expect babes. but not men, to reason in this 
way. The reason, which the Presbytery gave for their order to Mr. Stalker 
to desist from preaching, was, that the charges against him had justified 
suspension till they were tried, but now they required it, when he was 
designedly eluding a trial. His non-appearance, at what they call a first 
citation, was rather a desertion of the trial, as he had been present when 
it commenced, and the ease was postponed on his request for liberty of 
absence from the remainder of that meeting. It is no stretch of authority 
to suspend a member of the church from communion, or a minister from 
preaching, while under such charges as would warrant suspension if 
proved, and which, there is much reason to believe, will be found true; 
and especially when the accused is delaying trial by absence, and giving 
clear evidence, as he did in this case, that the absence is purposed and 
contemptuous. 

5. ‘I'he memorialists justify Mr. Stalker in his declinature, and censure 
Presbytery for not admitting it, and beeause they did not stay process 
on account of it. Perhaps enough has been said on this point, on the 
case of Dr. Bullions, which need not be repeated here. Mr. Stalker’s 
declinature was decidedly of the unwarrantable kind, as he declined the 
authority of the Presbytery, and therefore, by the rules of discipline, it 
required his deposition rather than that Presbytery should stay process. 

6. But the memorialists treat Mr. Stalker’s offences as light matters 
compared with the severity of the censure. We reply that there were 
two general grounds for the censure, the primary offence contained in 


his paper—and the secondary, consisting in the course which he adopted 
on the trial. 


(1.) The primary offence was not a light matter. His denying the right constj- 
tution of the Presbytery and their authority as a court of Christ, was contempt for 
the ordinance of church government, nullifying it as far as he could, and encou- 
raging those who were disobedient; and it was contrary to his ordination vows. His 
abandoning the Presbytery, and charging them positively with unholy motives, and 
with these as the sole cause of the prosecution against Dr. Bullions, surely, accord- 
ing to the most common principles and practice of discipline, required retraction 
and acknowledgment; but this he would not yield. His adopting a divisive course, 
sas directly a breach of his ordination vows, and tending to destroy both the unity 
of the church and her discipline. His blessing God that he had been a minister in 
the United Secession Church, after having been many years a minister in the Asso- 
ciate church, in Scotland, proved that he did not consider, that his leaving the 
Associate church and joining that of the United Secession, was any sin, or violation 
of his former profession ; and that he disagreed with the Associate church of North 
America, of which he was at the time a member, in their maintenance of the refor. 
mation and secession principles, and in their testimony against the United Seces- 
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sion principles and measures. The common sense of mankind may suffice to esta. 
blish the points, that every voluntary association, as particular churches are, have 
a right to maintain and act on their own principles, and to require of every mem. 
ber, a professed agreement with them, and a conformity of practice, or to exclude 
them from their fellowship ;—and that every member be undissembling in his pro. 
fession and practice. And if these principles be just and obligatory in ordinary 
associations, much more are they obligatory and important in the church, a body of 
which Christ is the immediate Head, and in which he requires unity of sentiment 
and practice, and sincerity in our profession and engagements. These considera. 
tions certainly show a just foundation for the censure of Mr. Stalker. 

(2.) The secondary cause of Mr. Stalker's deposition, was his course under Presby- 
tery’s dealing with him. It should be remembered that the primary offence is not 
always the principal, or greatest; the course of conduct respecting it, may be th 
most he.nous offence, and may imperiously require the highest censure. Though 
unbelievers are disposed to count perseverance in a sin, under dealings by a church 
court, a light matter, the Great Head of the church appoints for it the highest cen- 
sure, Matt. xviii. 17. So in this case, Mr. Stalker refused to retract his offensive 
expressions, or to make any acknowledgments: He made no disavowals which 
were not plainly contradicted by his paper, on which the charges were founded 
He gave no satisfaction for protracting the trial, by disobedience to Presbytery's 
citation, nor for his disobedieuce to their injunction, to desist from preaching, till 
the cause was tried: He added contempt for Presbytery’s authority over him, gave 
in his formal declinature of their authority, withdrew without leave, and contrary 
to a warning by the Moderator, and with a declaration of his purpose, never to 
maecet with them again, asa Presbyter. Surely this was refusing to hear the church, 
and therefore, by the highest authority, he deserved the highest ecclesiastical cen. 
sure. But why should a man be continued in the ministry who continues, after 
dealing with him, openly and impenitently to break the very vows and engage- 
ments on which he had received the ministry? He must be blinded to the evil of 
sin, of inconsistency, of dissembling, of breach of vows, and of violation of the law 
ef brotherly love, who understands this case and justifies Mr. Stalker, or condemns 
the Presbytery for deposing him. 


Mr. Stalker’s case, having issued, in Presbytery, in his deposition, was 
carried to Synod; and although there were many evidences of strong 
prejudices in his favour, in members of Synod, when the case was pre- 
sented and considered, the Presbytery’s decision was sustained by a large 
majority. ‘The members of Presbytery then expressed a desire that Mr. 
Stalker might be restored, if it could be done on good principles. In 
order to effect this object, Synod prepared and adopted four resolutions, 
three of which were proposed to Mr. Stalker for his answers. On the 
second and third resolutions, Mr. Stalker answered, in substance, “That 
he never could agree to testify against the United Secession Church, and 
that he was not conscious of having given his brethren any just cause of 
offence.” ‘This ended the business in Synod. Mr. Stalker here became 
witness against himself, and in favour of the decisions in Presbytery and 
Synod in his case. He showed that the Presbytery had not misunder- 
stood him, nor had done him any injustice in charging him with a disa- 
greement with the Associate Synod, in the maintenance of their profession. 
lt was now obvious that Mr. Stalker’s joining the Associate Church, 
which had at that time given their explicit testimony against the United 
Secession Church, was either under strange ignorance, or in insincerity 
and dishonesty, through the demoralizing influence of lax principles, 
commonly called liberal, but properly called /icentious. It was, there- 
fore, obvious that Synod could, with no consistency nor faithfulness 
restore him; and that the Presbytery had justly deposed him. Mr. 
Stalker has also, since the decisions of Synod in his case, continued the 
exercise of his ministry, and thus proved that, notwithstanding his pro- 
fessions of reverenee for church courts, and his appeal to Synod, the 
charge was too true, that he contemned the authority of church courts, 
and that his submissions in other cases were only for temporal ends, or 
because they agreed with his will. Had Mr. Stalker not followed per- 
verting counsel, which he declared in Presbytery he had received, and 
which he did follow, in giving in bis declinature; had he exercised dus 
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patience, and waited on the counsels of Presbytery, he might not have 
heen de sposed; but he contemptuously refused to * hear the church,” and 
so made his deposition necessary. Mr. Stalker did not profit by the 
iestimony of the Associate Church, in which he professedly joined; he 
las manifested his insincerity in it, and his ignorance of the cause whieh 
it maintains; he has rejected it, and practically renounced even Presby- 
terian government and order, and settled down on the principles of Inde- 
pendency; he has assumed an awful responsibility in seducing his con- 
gregation from their profession, and into measures which will, sooner or 
jater, destroy their unity, and lead them into all the pernicious errors of 
the age. ‘Thatis asolemn word, Hosea iv. 6: ** My people are destroyed 
for lack of knowledge; beeause thou hast rejected knowledge, I will also 
reject thee, that thou shalt be no priest to me; seeing thou hast forgotten 
the law of thy God, I will also forget thy children.” 

The fourth speeifieation of grievance is respecting the proceedings of 
Synod in the case of the Presbytery of Vermont. ‘The history of this case 
may be found in the minutes of Synod for 1839 and 1840, and in the 
Religious Monitor, September number of 1840, page 85, an outline of 
which may be sufficient here. In the year 1838, while Dr. A. Buliions 
was under deposition from the office of the ministry, and suspension from 
the communion of the church, by the Presbytery of Cambridge, and by 
the confirmation of these deeds in Synod; and while he was under the 
care of the Presbytery of Cambridge for further dealing, by his former 
membership, his location, and by a special ceed of Synod remanding 
him to their care, he applied to the Associate Presbytery of Vermont, at 
their first meeting, and according to his application, he was, by them, in 
their manner, restored to the office of the ministry and the communion of 
the chureh, and admitted as a member of their body. Of these deeds 
the Presbytery of Cambridge gave information to Sy nod in 1839, and 
presented ‘sufficient evidence of the facts alleged; and the report of the 
Presbytery of Vermont to Synod stated the same things. ‘The Synod 
dec lared those deeds of that Presbytery ‘ null and void from the begin- 
ning,”’ formed a charge against the Presbytery for their conduct in this 
case, suspended them as a Presbytery from the exercise of Presbyterial 
authority tll the next meeting of Synod, committed those brethren with 
their congregations to the eare of the Presbytery of Cambridge, in the 
mean time, that is, temporarily annexed them to ‘the Presbytery, as the 
Synod itself explained the deed, and cited the Presbytery to appear at 
the next meeting of Synod, to answer for their conduct as charged. At 
the next meeting, 1840, it was found that the Presbytery of Vermont 
had been regularly cited. ‘They sent up a protest to that meeting, and 
though Mr. Goodwillie from that Presbytery appeared, the Presbytery 
as such did not. Synou dealt with Mr. Goodwillie respecting the matters 
in charge, but without effeet. ‘They then put the Presbytery on trial, on 
the charge of restoring Dr. A. Bullions, and admitting him contrary to 
Presbyterial order. Mr. Goodwillie was heard in defence, and Synod, 
after dise ussing the case, decided, with but one opposing vote, that the 
Presbytery were guilty according to the charge. ‘Ihhey also decided that 
the Presby tery should ** be rebuked, * that they should ** submit to the 
decision declaring their deed restoring Dr. A. Bullions null and void, 
and engage to abstain from all further communion with him until regu- 
larly restored,’ > and ‘that, upon their compliance with these decisions, 
they be restored to the full exercise of their Presbyterial authority.” On 
these decisions, Mr. Goodwillie would not answer for the Presbytery, 
but for himself he would not submit. A Commission was then appointed 
to meet in Barnet in July following, to call the Presbytery of Vermont 
before them, and to execute these decisions and with further instructions, 
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iu case of non-submission, to dissolve that Presbytery; to suspend the 
ministerial members of it from the exercise of the ministry and the com- 
munion of the church, till they acknowledge their sin, and return to their 
duty; to refer them to the Presbytery of Cambridge for further dealing; 
and to place their congregations under the care of the Jatter Presbytery. 
As the Presbytery of Vermont utterly refused to submit to those decisions 
before the Commission, the latter instructions were accordingly executed. 

On these transactions the memorialists make several misre presentations 
and complaints. But passing over their history of the motives and feel- 
ings of the Presbytery of Cambridge, in which they so frequently indulge, 
we observe, what is worthy of atiention, that the memorialists say but 
little about the meri/s of this case itself; they scarcely complain directly 
that the Synod’s decisions, on the case itself, were unjust; almost the 
whole complaint is against steps of order. ‘The most they say about the 
raerits of the case is, in general, that justice was violated, but they do 
net point out the injustice, except what they pretend to find in the steps 
of procedure. And instead of directly asserting the rectitude of the deeds 
of the Presbytery of Vermont, they cautiously say, **’The Presbytery 
took up the case of Dr. Bullions as of one who had now no standing in the 
Associate church,’’—and that “they believed they were doing right.” 
‘These cautious statements by the memorialists may be justly counted 
admissions of the error of the Presbytery of Vermont, and of the recti- 
jude of the Synod’s decisions on the merits of the case. ‘The order of 
procedure, though important, is a subordinate matter; its great importance 
1s its subservience to just or righteous decisions. ‘The righteousness of 
decisicns is immutably important; the rules of attaining it are changeable 
by circumstances in their letter, though not in their spirit. If it be found 
that the court came ultimately to a right decision, it may generally be 

inferred that they had not deviated materially from the spirit of the rules 
of order; and it will generally be found that complaint in s::ch a case 
is but captiousness, perverting the spirit, if not the letter of rules, and 
atlempting to excuse iniquity, and to bring justice into reproach. 

In answering the memorialists on this case, two things ought to be 
considered distinctly. First, The righteousness of Synod’s decisions, and 
s#ecoudly, The rectitude of their procedure. ‘The first of these, though 
least noticed by the memorialists, is the most important, and the consi- 
deration of it will be necessary to a clear view of the latter. 

Fixst, respecting the Synod’s decisions themselves. In these we may 
ine’: '-, Synod’s declaring the deeds of the Presbytery of Vermont, re- 
storing Dr. Bullions and admitting him as a member, null and void from 
the beginning—deciding, on trial, in 1840, that the Presbytery of Ver- 
mont were guilty in performing those deeds—deciding that they be re- 
buked and required to abstain from ecclesiastical fellowship with Dr. B. 
till he be regularly restored—and that, if they impenitently persevere in 
maintaining their deeds thus condemned, and refuse submission, they be 
dissolved as a Presbytery, and the ministerial members suspended from 
the exercise of their office and from the communion of the chureh. ‘To 
see the justice of these decisions, we must refer to the deeds of that 
Presbytery which Synod eondemned, ‘These are stated above: We offer 
the following observations on them. 

1. ‘The restoration of Dr, Bullions was a deed to which the Presbytery 
of Vermont were not competent; that is, they had not authority or power 
to do it, beeause (1,) All the ministerial members of that Presbytery were 
legally excluded from sitting or acting on Dr. Bullions’ case, on account 
of affinity and partiality; and that sentence of exclusion was not removed, 
either by the Presbytery of Cambridge, or by Synod. (2.) By the princi- 
ples of Presbyterian church government, a Presbytery has no contro} of 





a 
0 
I 
e 
\ 
I 
t 
J 





of 
ble 
ind 

be 
iles 
‘ase 
and 


be 
and 
ugh 


Si- 


may 
, Te- 
rom 
Ver- 
» Tee 
: Be 
re in 
y be 
from 

To 
that 
offer 


tery 
ywer 
vere 

unt 
ved, 
inci- 
»} of 


REPLY TO THE MEMORIAL OF A. WHYTE. 503 


jurisdiction over a man residing in the bounds of a sister Presbytery. 
Dr. Bullions, by the established boundaries of the Presbyteries of Cam- 
bridge and Vermont, belonged to the former. (3.) By the same princi- 
ples, a Presbytery has no power to try a case, on which the evidences 
are not laid before them, nor in the absence of the accusers, who are nut 
cited to appear. In this case, the evidences against Dr. B. were not laid 
before the Presbytery of Vermont, nor were the Presbytery of Cambridge, 
who had charges against him, cited to attend. (4,.) By the same princi- 
ples a Presbytery has no power to release a man from censure, under 
which he is Jaid and still held by a co-ordinate court, and to whose juris- 
diction he. still belongs. ‘The restoration of Dr. Bullions, by the Pres- 
bytery of Vermont, must either annul the decision of the Presbytery of 
Cambridge, and that as confirmed by Synod, or it must leave it in full 
force. ‘That Presbytery could not, in the same chureh, annul it; there- 
fore it remains in full force. Dr. B. could not be under two contrary 
valid deeds at the same time. ‘The deed of the Presbytery of Vermont, 
being without any authority, must be null; and therefore the deed of the 
Presbytery of Cambridge must be still valid. 

2. Deeds contrary to the general acts of the church are null and void; 
but the measures which the Presbytery of Vermont adopted, and without 
which they could not restore Dr. Bullions, were contrary to those general 
acts. An essential principle of Presbyterianism, and consequently, a 
general act of our church, forbids a church court to interfere with the 
deeds of a co-ordinate court by way of review or reversal; but the Pres- 
bytery of Vermont, in restoring Dr. Bullions, assume to reverse or annul 
the deeds of the Presbytery of Cambridge in his case. Besides, it was 
also against the general acts of the church to admit Dr. B. as a member 
of the Presbytery of Vermont, while he resided in the bounds of the 
Presbytery of Cambridge, and was under their care. ‘Therefore, by the 
established laws of our church, those deeds of the Presbytery of Vermont 
were null and void from the beginning, as Synod decided they were, both 
because that Presbytery were not competent to perform them, and because 
they were contrary to the general acts of the church. See Pardovan, 
Book iv. Tit. v. § 6. ‘*Sentences are in themselves null when pro- 
nounced against the general acts of the church, or by an incompetent 
judge,” &e. 

The defence set up by the Presbytery of Vermont, and referred to with 
approbation by the memorialists, that Dr. Bullions, by excommunication, 
was utterly excluded from all connexion with the Associate Church, and 
therefore might be received by that Presbytery, just as a man might be 
received from another denomination, is too weak and absurd really to 
need a refutation; yet it may be observed, (1.) Dr. Bullions was not 
excommunicated with the higher censure, and therefore was still a mem- 
ber of the Associate church, and as such, under the care of the Presbytery 
of Cambridge, though suspended and deposed. But (2.) if Dr. B. had 
heen eveu excommunicated with the higher censure, still, residing in the 
bounds of the Presbytery of Cambridge, he could not be recetved by the 
Presbytery of Vermont, as a member of their body. (3.) Had Dr. B. 
even been under the higher censure, yet his condition would have been 
essentially different from that of a man who had never been laid under 
charge or censure by one of our Presbyteries in particular. He could 
uot be restored but by absolving him on his profession of repentance 
and submission to censure; and therefore he could not be restored by the 
Presbytery of Vermont, while held under censure by the Presbytery of 
Cambridge, without exercising a control over a co-ordinate court. ‘The 
argument we are opposing amounts to this, that a less degree of sin and 
of censure binds a man under a church court, but a high degree sets him 
free! a less degree attaints, a high degree acquits! 
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3. From the above considerations it appears, that the offence given hy 
the Presbytery of Vermont was not light, and could not with any faith. 
fulness be passed over without solemn censure: Because (1.) ‘The 
deed was the exercise of assumed authority in sacred things, and agains; 
the plainest rules of the church; it was therefore an act of levity abou 
most solemn matters, a profanation of divine ordinances, and perverting 
them to subserve unworthy purposes. (2.) It was introducing withoy, 
trial, and without authority, a man into the holy ministry, who had, on 
trial, been found unworthy of it; and therefore it was a ‘* polluting of 
God’s sanctuary—breaking his covenant—not keeping the charge oj 
God’s holy things—and settling a of his charge in his sanctuary 
for themselves.’”’ Ezek. xliv. 7, 8. (3.) It was violating the unity and 
peace of the church, contrary to their ordination vows; for it was intro- 
ducing a man to minister in the chureh, whom a sister Presbytery ani 
the Synod held excluded and deposed. In a word, the deed was correc ly 
characterized by Synod in 1839. See Monitor, page 28. For these 
reasons it was just ‘and necessary to inflict a rebuke on that Pres! ry lery, 
and to require them to renounce that unhallowed deed; and consequie nily, 
when they would not submit, but persevere in maintaining those deeds, 
and so would not hear the chureh in such righteous and necessary deci- 
sions, it was the imperious duiv of Synod to dissolve them as a P resby- 
tery, and suspend them as miuisters, either to bring them to repentance, 
or as steps in the course of treating them ‘as heathen men and publi- 
cans.” 

Seconb y, respecting the Synod’s steps of procedure in this ease: oj 
these especially, the memorialists complain. After what has been said, 
it is hoped that this part of the subject may be dismissed with brevity, 
—— with the number of complaints raised. 

The memorialists say that Synod condemned the Presbytery of 
hc at their meeting in 1839, without a trial and without a hearing. 
We suppose, from their. speaking of the charge drawn up by Synod as 
subsequent, they refer this condemnation to Synod’s deciding “that the 
deeds of that Presbytery were null and void. On this view of the matter 
we reply: Though the condemnation of a deed, and of the person or 
body committing it, are very closely connected, yet there is a diflerence. 
The admission of a charge by the court as relevant is a condemnation o! 
the deed charged, yet the ordinary course after this is to put the accused 
on trial of the proof of the charge, if necessary; or if this be unnecessary 
by the admission of the fact, as was the case in this instance, there is 
still to be a trial of the character and aggravations of the deed, of the 
guilt incurred in committing it, and of the censure which is due. These 
things were left by Synod to be tried at their next meeting, at which the 
Presbytery was cited to appear. ‘The condemnation of the Presbytery, 
therefore, did not take place till 1840, when they were tried and had 
opportunity 40 be heard, although their deed was condemned as null and 
void, in 1839. And this the Synod were fully warranted to do, even 
before the Presbytery had any hearing, further than their admission, or 
voluntary statement, of the facets charged, which they made in their Pres- 
byterial report. For it is absurd to suppose, that, on any charge made, 
the established principles of the church must be brought into question, 
or that the court must hear the aecused in opposition to those principles. 
It is fully competent to a church court, in the absence of the accused, to 
assert her principles, and to decide that a certain defined and admitted 
deed, in direct violation of those principles, is wrong, or null and void. 
And this deed was of such a character that a committee of Synod in 1839, 
were fully warranted to say, that ** ‘I'he conduct of the Presbytery of Ver- 
mont, (in this case,) cannot be right in any circumstances.” Besides, such 
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was the character of this deed, that Synod would have been criminally 
negligent and dilatory, 10 have delayed a condemnation of it till the next 
year, When from its very nature, and its direct violation of established 
order, no plea in its favour could be admitted in a Presbyterian church. 

2. The memorialists complain that the Presbytery of Vermont were 
suspended without a hearing, and that this was a censure or punishment. 
We reply, they were heard, even at that time, on the part of their deed, 
and a temporary censure for such a deed would not have been unwarranted 
even then. However, the suspension was necessary as a step in order 
to trial, which is always proper, when the charge is such as, if proved, 
would require censure, and of course, suspension, if the person charged 
remain impenitent after he is found guilty. 

3. ‘They say, Synod condemned the Presbytery on the ex parte state- 
ments of the Presbytery of Cambridge. This is false. The Presbytery 
of Cambridge produced, besides other evidence, Dr. Bullions’ own state- 
ment of the matter, given by him in writing, and the affidavit of Mr. 
Whyte, who had acted in the Presbytery of Vermont, in the deed in 
question; and the Presbytery of Vermont themselves, in their report to 
Synod, established the same facts. ‘The evidence on both sides appears 
in the report of the Committee of Synod which was adopted. See Minutes, 
page 28. 

4. 'Ihey complain that Synod, “ contrary to all rule,” subjected the 
members of the Presbytery of Vermont to another court. We reply, that 
Synod explained that deed to mean a ‘* temporary annexing of them to 
another’ Presbytery.’’ Nor did this explanation, though given the next 
year, come too late for preventing abuse; as the Presbytery of Cam- 
bridge did not interfere with the brethren of that Presbytery during that 
year, although much ground was given for calling them to account. Be- 
sides, the words of the act of Synod, here complained of, ‘that these 
brethren be committed to the care of the Presbytery of Cambridge until 
next meeting of Synod,” are perfectly consistent with presbyterial parity; 
because every member, of any Presbytery, is committed to the care of 
that Presbytery of which he is a member. And had those brethren, that 
year, under that act, appeared in the Presbytery of Cambridge, they would 
have had a claim to seats as members of it, and that claim would, no doubt, 
have been allowed. 

5. The Memorialists say that Synod, in 1839, drew up a libel, and 
ceclared it relevant, contrary to the rule of discipline, which requires par- 
ties to be fully heard on that question, and cited the Presbytery to trial, 
aller having thus prejudged the case. Now it is well known that a court 
is authorized by the rules of discipline, on informatien given, and where 
there is no prosecutor, to draw up a libel, or charge, and to prosecute it. 
See Book of Discipline, pages 44, 45, 52. ‘This the Synod did. ‘The 
Presbytery of Cambridge gave the information, but did not prosecute ; 
they gave abundant evidence, and the Presbytery of Vermont substan- 
tiated it. ‘The Synod, then, were under obligations to frame a charge 
and to prosecute. Nor will any one allege that a court, any more than 
an individual, should frame a charge which they did not judge relevant ? 
lt was necessary that they should judge it relevant, or not make it, nor 
cite to trial on it. In this step, therefore, they violated no rule, nor did 
they prejudge the case which was to be on trial; nor did they judge, 
at that ume, any further than what is always allowed, and is necessary 
in such a state of things. A fair and impartial trial, then, was not im- 
possible, as the memorialists allege. If it be asked, what then was to 
be tried when the charge was judged relevant?’ We answer, the degree 
of guilt in the Presbytery, their views of the deed, and the censure dué, 
Were yet to be tried; and on these points tie Presbytery were allowed a 
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hearing. With respect to the question of relevancy, on which the pare 
ties ure to be heard, it should be observed, that it is not, whether a vio- 
lation of the law of God, or even a principle of our profession is sinful ; 
these points are not to be brought imto question in the trial of a case; 
but only, whether the deed charged is, in its circumstances, a violation 
of the law of God; or if this be unquestionable, as it sometimes is, and 
as was the case in this instunce, the question of relevancy, then, on 
which the parties are to be heard, is the degree of guilt attached to the 
deed under its circumstances. And the accused were heard on the rele. 
vancy of the charge. 

6. ‘The memorialists allege that the demands of the Presbytery of 
Vermont were just and reasonable, that Synod should rescind their deci- 
sion, and exclude from a vuice wm the determination of their case, the 
Presbytery of Cambridge, and those of the Synod who had given their 
votes for a trial of the charge against them. We hold these di mands to 
be utterly unreasonable: Because to reseind the decision, would have 
been to withdraw the charge; and if it had been rescinded, to renew it 
again, even in their presence, would only be to renew the occasion for 
the Presbytery of Vermont to complain, object, and refuse a trial. Nor 
were the Presbytery of Cambridge disqualified for sitting on the case, 
having only given infurmation, which the Presbytery of Vermont sub- 
stantiated; nor was any member of Synod disqualified by his vote in 
forming the charge, or in appointing a trial ; this being always allowed, 
as the duty of a court, when there is no prosecutor. ‘These demands, 
therefore, were but the evasion of a trial, which has been a uniform fea- 
ture in the conduct of the memorialists, in reference to the charges 
under which they now lie respectively, It is admitted, that if a neglect 
of any rule of order produce injustice, or lead the court to decide with- 
out a (ull understanding of the case, it is a serious evil, and ouglit to be 
corrected ; but no violation of rules was committed by Synod in the ease, 
nor did any alleged violation Jead to an unjust decision in this matter. 
On the other hand, if the accused pervert rules of order, and employ 
that perversion for the purpose of evading a fair and an early trial, he ts 
guilty of a serious evil, aud deserves censure. But the Presbytery o/ 
Vermont did make their perversion of rules the conditions on which 
they would submit to a trial; and therefore, they did not attend as a Pres- 
bytery before Synod, according to citation, though their member present 
offered a defence. ‘Thus, in perversion of rules, they trifled with the 
law of God which they had violated, with the rules of discipline, the 
order of Synod, and the peace and purity of the church. The Synod, 
however, instead of executing a sentence against them immediately, as 
they might justly have done, postponed it, by the appointment of a con- 
mission; gave them time for reflection, and employed further means ol 
reclaiming them, ‘Ihus we have seen, that the Presbytery of Vermont 
were censurable, the decisions of Synod just, and their procedure orderly. 

It may in addition be observed, that it is scarcely conceivable that the 
Presbytery of Vermont would have commitied deeds so plainly wrong, 
and so very disorderly, had they not been under the influence of very 
improper feelings. ‘hey have clearly verified the judgment of the 
Presbytery of Cambridge, that they were disqualified to sit and vote on 
the case of Dr. A. Bullions, through partiality wo him; and their conduct 
may well be compared to that of Eliashib, ihe priest, who prepared 3 
chamber in the hotise of God for ‘Tobiah, the Ammonite, because he 43 
allied unto him. ‘The Synod, therefore, did, in this ease; as Nehemizh, 
who held that deed of Eliashib null and void, and restored the chamber 
of the house of God to its appointed use. Neh. xiii. 4—9. Nor can we 
believe that the Presbytery would have refused submission at least to the 
reasOnaule and necessary decisions and demands of Synod, had they not 
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fallen under the influence of others of the memorialists, who were about 
miking a schism in the church; especially, as Mr. Goodwiilie and his 
elder, in Presbytery, refused to take any part in the restoration and ad- 
mission of Dr. Bullions, giving as their reason for so doing, that the pro- 
posed deeds were disorderly. So that those deeds were done by one 
minister and one elder of that Presbytery, with the help of a member of 
the Presbytery of Cambridge carried up by Dr. Bullions, and who had, 
by superannuation, for some years past, fallen under his entire influence, 

“The fifth specification of grievance is the proceedings of Synod in the 
cise of the Presbytery of Albany. ‘l'his case requires a careful investi- 
gation on account of some peculiar difficulties connected with it. ‘To 
follow the memorialists in their remarks for correction, would not set the 
subject fully before the reader; we. therefore, propose to conduct the 
investigation of it by a brief history of the affair, and reasons in justifiea- 
tion of the Synod’s deeds. But betore entering on that course, in which 
we shall pay but little attention to their misrepresentations, it may be 


proper now to notice a tew of them briefly as specimens of their unfair: 
ness. 


1, They say that “Synod actnally decided that the majority is not the Presbytery 
of Albany, and that a minority is the Presbytery!’ But the Synod did not decide 
that the members named on either side were or were not the Presbytery, they de- 
cided on the presbyterial standing of the party or body of which they were mem- 
bers respectively. And on examination it appears that the party which Synod 
rejected, consisted of but three ininisters and three elders, even counting Mr. Stark 
and his elder, who had no right to seats. while the other body, which was declared 
to be the Presbytery, consisted of five ministers and three elders. 

2. The meimorialists say that ‘Synod, by their decision, broke down their own 
definition of a Presbytery,” which is, that it may consist of “two ministers and as 
many elders as may be present, belonging to the Presbytery. met at the time and 
place appointed.’ Synod did not contradict or break down this definition, because 
their decision did not turn on the question of numbers, but on the conduct of the 
parties. They did not reject the one party for want of the due number; and had 
they rejected the other on account of the number, they would have broken their 
definition, as these had a quorum. And we presume the memorialists themselves 
will not construe the definition to mean that Synod must recognise “ any two minis- 
ters and an elder met at the time and place appointed,”’ 
whatever their conduct may be. 

3. They say that “ Synod, by assuming Mr. Stark's case, decided that his reasons 
of declinature were sufficient... Now Synod, by assuming that case decided no 
such thing, because they did not assume it on Mr. Stark's appeal, for he made 
none, but on the reference made by the Presbytery of Albany. ‘They never assumed 
to deal with Mr. Stark on that declinature, because that business was expressly re- 
served by the Presbytery of Albany, and was accordingly by Synod expressly 
referred to them. It is true the declinature appeared before Synod as a means of 


exhibiting the case, and whatever Synod decided respecting it, was in condemna- 
tion. 


as a competent judicatory, 


4. They say “Mr, Stark did not (in Presbygery in 1837,) refuse to withdraw his 
declinature.”’ But it was plainly proved to Synod that he did 

5, They say “ Presbytery could not properly make such a requisition, (the with- 
drawal of his declinature,) as the ease was in the hands of Synod" That case, as 
we said before, was never in the hands of Synod for adjudication; nor was that 
paper, at that time, even literally in their hands, but in the hands of Presbytery, 
with the express allowance of Synod that they should deal with Mr. Stark respect- 
ing it: and this Mr. Stark and the other memprialists could not but know 

6. They say, “ Mr. Stark’s claiming a seat in Presbytery, was itself an acknow- 
ledgment of his subjeetion to it in all things, this ease only excepted.” We reply, 
his claiming a seat was no such acknowledgment, but a glaring inconsistency, as 
long as his deelinature was not withdrawn: it was only asking power to govern, 
while he refused to be governed; for that paper was a declinatare of the authority 
of Presbytery, and of his subjection to them, universally, in every case. 

7. They say the protesters did not review or reverse the deed of Presbytery, (ex- 
eluding Mr. Stark fromm a seat,) but the Presbytery did it” Here, then, is an ad- 
mission that some party or body did review or reverse that deed. But who did it? 
It will be admitted that it was done by that party of which Messrs. Blair, Stark, 
and P. Bullions were members. Now the only ministerial members of that party 


were all protesters against that deed which they now seversed. Here then did the 
protesters not do it? 














































































































































































































50S REPLY TO THE MEMORIAL OF A. WHYTE, 
This may suffice as specimens; many other statements they have 
made are as liable to animadversion, but we forbear, and proceed to what 
we mainly intend. And, 

First, We shail give a brief history of the case. ‘The Associate Pres. 
bytery of Albany, in January, 1836, tabled a libel against the (then) 
Rev. Andrew Stark, which contained several charges, deeply affecting 
both his moral and ministerial character. In answer to the third citation, 
he sent in a paper containing a declinature of the Presbytery’s jurisdiction, 
The Presbytery, then, for reasons, which to them appeared satisfactory, 
referred the libel to the Synod for adjudication, reserving, however, at 
tle same time, the right to deal with Mr. Stark in relation to his paper 
of declinature. ‘This reservation was recognised by the Synod as proper; 
and accordingly the aforesaid paper was returned to the possession of 
the Presbytery. In the month of June, 1837, Mr. Stark again, after an 
absence of more than a year, appeared in Presbytery. But as he had 
declined the authority of that court, and had withdrawn from them, his 
name was dropped from the list of the members; and when a motion 
was made to have his name restored, it was negatived, among other rea- 
sons, because he refused to withdraw, when requested, the aforesaid 
paper of declinature; in which he had not only declined subjection to 
the Presbytery in all cases, but also abused several of its members in an 
outrageous manner. Against this decision, Messrs. Stark, Bullions and 
Blair protested and appealed to Synod, and aftewards gave in their rea- 
sous of protest, which were answered by a committee of Presbytery, 
The Presbytery some time afterwards tabled certain charges against Dr. 
P. Bullions, involving his moral and ministerial character, and he was 
cited to answer to the same, at the bar of the Presbytery, on the 18th of 
April, 1838. On that day, (April 18th,) a very few minutes after the 
hour appointed for the meeting of the Presbytery, Messrs. Campbell 
and Martin, together with an elder, entered the place of meeting, and 
were iniurmed that the Presbytery was constituted; that Messrs. Bul- 
lions and Blair had withdrawn their protests, and that, in consequence, 
Mr. Stark and his elder had been admitted to seats in the court. Messrs, 
Campbell and Martin pronounced such procedure to be utterly subver- 
sive of Presbyterial order, and offered to protest against it, but this pri- 
vilege was not allowed. ‘The party acting as the Presbytery would not 
even notice their protests. Dr. P. Bullions, moreover, offered a resolu- 
tion to suspend, from their seats in Presbytery, Messrs. Campbell and 
Martin, together with their elders, for an alleged opposition to the Synod 
in having voted, the preceding year, that Mr, Stark’s name ought not to 
be put on the roll ull he would, at least, withdraw his offensive declina- 
ture. As this resolution was about to be put to vote, and that too, witl- 
out allowing the persons, whose presbyterial standing it affected a full 
opportunity of defence, or of expressing their views of such outrages on 
justice aud order committed in the name of Zion's King, they withdrew, 
declaring that they could not regard that disorderly body as a court ol 
Christ, and that the Presbytery would be constituted elsewhere. ‘This 
was accordingly done, an additional elder having previously arrived. In 
consequence of these measures, there appeared at the following meeting 
of Synod, two bodies, each claiming to be the Presbytery of Albany. 
After a protracted discussion through six sederunts, the Synod decided 
in favour of those who withdrew ; that is, they declared ‘the body of 
which Messrs. Martin and Campbell were members, to be truly the 
Associate Presbytery of Albany ;’’ and that * the party, of which Mr. 
Stark was a member, was not the Presbytery, but that it was irregular 
in its constitution, and all its acts null and veid,.”’ 

In the next place we propose to show the rectitude of the § Synod's de- 
cision in this case. Perhaps it may tend to clearness and distinctness of 
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ideas on this subject, if we first define the question whieh the Synod 
did decide. For this purpose we observe, : 

1. ‘The question was not which party had the numbers necessary for 
a quorum, as the meimori ilists allege ; for both pares had that number : 
vor yet, which had the majority, At the moment of separation, the 
party which was rejected had a majority of one present, and in a few 
minutes after the parties were equal in numbers; for Mr. Stark and his 
elder can by no means be accounted members at that time, as we shail 
alterwards show. On the other hand, the party which was recognised 
and aceepted by Synod, had a large majority in the whole Presbytery. 

2. The question was not, wiether the members of the party, which 
might ia the issue be rejected, should, or sheald not, be members of the 
Presbytery. All that had oveurred, although it might be disapproved, 
was not to affect their standing: they should still be recognised as mem- 
bers «{ that Presbytery on their submission to the decision of Synod, and 
healing the breach by coalescing with the party that might be recognised, 

3. ‘he question was not, whether that party which ought to be dis- 
owned as the Presbytery of Albany, in this ease, had so acted as neces- 
sarily to annul their presbyterial existence and claims in all circumstances. 
‘That party, after correction of their errors, and on submission to that 
correction, might have been acknowledged as the Presbytery of Albany, 
liad there not been, before Synod, two parties, each making the exclu- 
sive claim of being that Presbytery. ‘This exelusive claim by two par- 
ties, Was inadmissible, as Syued had organized, and could own, but one 
Presbytery under that name. ‘Therefore, 

4. ‘The question was, As every Presbytery has an exelusive claim for 
itself, as but one of those parties before Synod could be allowed the ex- 
clusive claim to be the Presbytery of Albany, to which of those parties 
did that elaim of right belong? Synod was, by the nature of the case 
before them, reduced to the necessity of deeiding this question ; and their 
decision turned on the following point; Which party was the guilty 
rause of the division? whether the party that withdrew and constituted 
by themselves, or the party whieh they left? ‘That party, which was the 
guilty cause of the division, must, in this ease, be rejected, even though, 
under ditlerent circumstances, all the evil they had done might have been 
corrected, and these, on their submission, acknowledged as the Presby- 
ery. We shall now notice the grounds of the Synod's decision. And 
us the Synod decided that the bedy of which Messrs. Campbell and Mar- 
un were members was truly the Presbytery of Albany, the most direct 
question before us would appear to be, Were they justifiable in withdraw- 
ing from the other party and constituting by themselves? If they were, 
tuen the Synod, being bound to justify them in that deed, were bound to 
recognise them as the Presbytery, and consequently to reject the other 
party as the guilty eause of the division, But as their justification must 
be found in the misconduet of that party of whieh Mr. Stark was a mem- 
ber, we shall now review the econduet of that party which justified a sepa- 
rate organization. And in doing this we observe, 

1. They gave Mr. Stark and his elder seats in Presbytery, at that 
time, who had no right to them, being exeluded by a standing deed of 
Presbytery. ‘This was a manifest profanation of the ordinance of ehurch 
government, and an open violation of established order, But it is pleaded 
\hat the Presbytery had no right to exelude Mr. Stark from his seat, as 
Synod had restore hiin to the exercise of his office and to his former 
standing in the ehureh, and therefore that the deed of Presbytery ex- 
eluding him was an act of insubordination te Synod. We reply. that 
though the deed of Synod restoring Mr. Stark was disorderly and unjust, 
a3 they, at their next meeting, acknowledged, by admitting the reasuns 
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of protest as sufficient, and refusing to sustain the answers; yet, good 
order required submission to it in the mean time ; and this the Presbytery 
of Albany did yield to it. But their refusing Mr. Stark a seat had no 
connexion with that deed of Synod. The Synod did not say, by their 
deed restoring Mr. Stark, that they restored him to a seat in the Presby- 
tery; and it would have been absurd if they had. We admit, that if 
there had been no other ground of excluding Mr. Stark from a seat in 
Presbytery than the case which was before Synod and under their judg- 
ment, that deed of Synod would have restored him in Presbytery also, 
But let it be remembered that Synod could only restore Mr, Stark from 
the sentence of suspension passed on the grounds which were before 
them; and that Presbytery had, in referring the case to Synod, expressly 
reserved, for their own judgment, a paper of Mr. Stark’s, which they 
call a declinature of their authority, and that Synod expressly referred to 
them this paper, with two others of his, for their use in proceedings 
against him. How absurd then to suppose that Synod prospectively 
looked at the probable decisions of the Presbytery on these papers, and 
by anticipation annulled their proceedings, and that they did so without 
even mentioning it, reealling the papers, or warning against process! 
On these papers, but especially ou the declinature, the Presbytery, in 
June, 1837, refused Mr. Stark a seat, after he had absented himsell, 
under that deelinature, for more than a year. And his privilege of a 
seal, at that time, the Presbytery appear to have suspended simply on 
his withdrawing his declinature of their authority and of his subjection 
to them: too light a demand indeed! But Mr. Stark, by refusing to 
withdraw it, saved them from being caught in that error. We trust that 
we need not argue that his keeping up such a declinature was a just 
ground of exclusion. Why should a man ask a share in the power of 
ruling, who refuses to be ruled? or ask a seat in Presbytery with men 
whom he refuses to acknowledge as brethren? 1t is both unreasonable 
and unpresbyterial. ‘The memorialists indeed say, that Mr. Stark was 
not asked to withdraw his declinature. But it has been proved that lie 
was asked, and his friends rave acknowledged it. We need not, how- 
ever, wade through the evidence on this matter; we shall cut it short 
thus: Mr. Stark never did withdraw that declinature, asked, or not asked ; 
he never professed that he did. Was it not, then, his standing deed tll 
he withdrew it? Unquestionably it was. It was his part, in asking a 
seat, fo withdraw it expressly; but he did not; he was, therefore, justly 
excluded, since it was not only a declinature of the Presbytery’s action 
in a case which was now before Synod, but a declinature of their autho- 
rily over him, and of his subjection to them, in all cases whatever. This 
view of the case setiles the question of the Presbytery’s right to exclude 
him from a seat; although the fact, that they did ask him to withdraw 
the declinature, places the conduct of the Presbytery and of Mr. Stark in 
a stronger light. ‘Thus it appears, not only that the deed of Presbytery 
was perfectly just, but that they neither professed!y nor virtually opposed 
the deed of Synod; and consequently that Mr. Stark had no right to sit 
as a member in that Presbytery to which he would not be subject. He 
had broken his vows by the declinature, and in the very act of asking a 
seat while he did not withdraw it, he was persevering in the violation of 
them. But there is another view of this point which should not be 
omitted. Independently of the rectitude of the deed excluding Mr. Stark 
and his elder, the very fact that such a deed existed, and was unreversed, 
either by the Presbytery or a superior court, rendered it unlawful for 
them to occupy their seats as members. In connexion with this we 
observe, 

2. The protesters against the deed excluding Mr. Stark and his elder, 
either reversed t:at deed, or they admitted these men in direct violation 
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of it; and, in either case, it was a high-handed and inexcusable violation 
of order and of peace in the church. By the well-established rules of 
the church, a Presbytery is forbidden to review its own decisions, except 
on urgent occasions. And if such an occasion occur, the review must be 
made with the consent of, at least, a part of that majority which, at first, 
in a lawful manner, passed the deed. Otherwise courts may be thrown 
into anarchy, and the whole church into confusion, by accident or in- 
trigue occasionally giving the minority power, as is manifest in the 
present instance. ‘To prevent this, there is a standing rule, that a mo- 
tion fur a review must be made by one of the majority who passed the 
deed, else it cannot be entertained. ‘This rule is also intended to prevent 
the continual agitation of questions by a discontented minority, while 
there is no evidence of any change of mind in the court. But in this 
case, this important rule was violated, and even the deed of the majority, 
reversed by the professed minority ;—professed by their being pro- 
testers ;—and, moreover, it was reversed by them, when it was really 
out of their hands by an appeal to Synod. The reasons of protest were 
given in, and answered, and ready for the action of the superior court. 
Such outrageous violations of order and right, by men of sense, were 
certainly unworthy of a good cause, and must have been committed under 
feelings unfit for correct decisions. ‘The divine rule, the sum of the 
“law and the prophets”? on the matter, ** whatsoever ye would that men 
should do to you, do ye even so to them,” was wantonly and manifestly 
violated by these measures. 

It is true, the party disowned by Synod sometimes say that they did 
not review and reverse the deed of Presbytery excluding Mr. Stark and 
his elder; and sometimes they say they did, as in this Memorial, page 
17. But it is not material which of these statements is sustained; for 
they who were the protesters, and therefore the minority of Presbytery, 
either reversed the deed in the absence of all those members who voted 
for it, or they introduced Mr. Stark and his elder in violation of, and in 
direct opposition to, a standing deed; and this was no better. The 
simple facts of their withdrawing their protests evidently amounted to no 
more in their favour, than to now make the deed unanimous, and unques- 
tionable as to its validity. 

3. Another instance of disorderly proceeding in that party was, that 
Dr. P. Bullions, who was under charge for seandal, and that day, by 
appointment, to be tried, now tabled an accusation against members of 
Presbytery, contrary to the rule that a person under charge for scandal 
cannot be admitted as an accuser. One reason of this rule is, that if the 
uceused be allowed to accuse, he might entirely evade trial ; and this was 
evidently one design in violating the rule in this case; for after those 
members accused by Dr. P. Bullions were excluded, his party took up 
lis ease and acquitted him in the absence of all his accusers, It is true 
tle memorialists deny that Messrs. Campbell and Martin were excluded 
from their seats on accusation by Dr. P. Bullions; but they admit that 
he offered it, and that the grounds of exclusion were changed after those 
members retired. But the question is not only, What did the party, of 
which Mr, Stark was a member, do after Messrs. Campbell and Martin 
retired ; but what did they do before this as the cause of those members 
withdrawing? It is admitted that Dr. P. Bullions offered an accusation ; 
and that party entertained it tll those members withdrew. ‘Therefore 
this violation of order was among the grounds of their withdrawal. 

4. These violations of order were not isolated deeds which might be 
borne with under a protest—and even this was not allowed—but they 
were aseries of acts tending to unworthy and sinful ends ; to the securing 
of a temporary majority in a real minority, to gain a cause, evade a trial, 
prevent justice, and to annul, for the time, at least, certain lawful deeds 
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which otherwise must be held valid. ‘These violations of order, there. 
fore, materially affected the validity of the after deeds of that party, and 
even changed the character of the Presbytery itself, if we admit that 
party to be at first the Presbytery before any of their violations were 
committed, Particularly the admission of Mr, Stark and his elder to si 
and vote in Presbytery, of itself vitiated all their proceedings, and rep- 
dered them null and void. It was admitted by nearly, if not entirely, 
all the friends of that party in Synod, that a person having a vote iu a 
church court, who has no right to it, vitiates the proceedings, and this is 
the language of the Synod’s decision in the case. We admit, however, 
that though the admission of a person to vote in a court, who has no 
right to it, contaminates that court, yet it does not render their proceed- 
ings invalid, unless his influence or vote changed those proceedings from 
what they would have been without him. But in this ease, the admis- 
sion of Mr. Stark and his elder did change the character both of the 
Presbytery and its proceedings. ‘Their votes would give a majority 
against the known judgmeut of the majority of even those who were pre- 
sent that day and had a right to vote, and against the known judgment 
of the whole Presbytery, as they did on questions ou which that party 
did act while those persons had their seats. ‘Their seats and votes, then, 
vitiated the proceedings of the Presbytery, and even the Presbytery itself. 
This expresses something more than is expressed in the Synod’s deci- 
sion, but nothing more than what is intended in it. For, if a deed be 
vitiated by its own contrariety to the law of God, the court is faulty in 
that deed, while its own constitution may be valid nevertheless ; but if 
all the proceedings of a court be vitiated by the fact that a person sits 
and votes who has no right to do so, then the fault lies in the very con- 
stitution of the court itself; the court itself is vitiated. ‘That body which, 
on account of its constitution, can do no valid ecclesiastical acts, cannot 
be recognised as a Presbytery at all. And this was precisely the state 
of that body of which Mr. Stark was a member, and with other reasons, 
because he and his elder were admitted to act as members. 

5. ‘The Synod, in rejecting the party of which Mr. Stark was a mem- 
ber, took into consideration, also, the evidences of intrigue, levity and 
profaneness which they gave, in their proceedings in Presbytery, on the 
occasion in which the division occurred. And the evidence of this was 
so strong that some friends of the party in Synod, included the assertion 
of it in a resolution offered for settling the mater. The following things 
are evidences of that intrigue and profanity :—(1.) Mr. Stark and lus 
elder were present at an early hour to claim their seats, who had not ap- 
peared in Presbytery for nearly a year; and who knew, that unless some 
such course would be pursued as was adopted by their pariy, their ap- 
pearance and their claim would be to no purpose. (2.) Every member, 
on whose vote they could count in the matters which they were about to 
manage, was, contrary to the ordinary practice of some of them, at the 
place of meeting at the minute appointed, if not before it, (3.) Much 
anxiety was manifested that morning by watching the morning boats and 
by frequent inquiries about the arrival of a distant member, whom, from 
his views and measures, they never should much desire to see, but 
whose presenee would place them in a minority and frustrate their de- 
signs. (4.) When Messrs. Campbell and Martin came into Presbytery, 
it was, by the testimony of one person, scarcely ten minutes past tie 
hour, and at most but fifteen minutes, by the acknowledgment of a mem- 
ber of the pretended Presbytery ; yet, in this shert space, the Presbytery 
was opened with prayer by one whose custom was, on sucli occasions, 
to be prolix, a roll of the members present was formed or produced, an 
important deed of Presbytery was reversed without waiting for the nil- 
nutes to be read and consider it, and two members were added to the rull 
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as the result of that reversal. (5.) The place of meeting where all this 
was done, was but a few yards from the house where they knew that 
several members were, and who they knew intended to be present and 
would oppose the measures which they were doing in such haste. 
(§.) As farther proof that the whole plan was preconcerted in order to 
gain their purpose by circumventing their brethren, Dr. P. Bullions 
drew out of his pocket a paper written with ink, which he had prepared 
before he left home, (for there was no pen nor con where the Presby- 
tery sat,) containing a resolution to exclude Messrs. Campbell and Mar- 
tin from their seats. ‘This paper was prepared under the expectation of 
success in their plan of introducing Mr. Stark and his elder before their 
brethren, who would oppose them, should appear; for it was only on 
this event that he could offer it with any prospect of success. (7.) To 
prove the same thing, it may be stated also, that before Messrs. Camp- 
bell and Martin were excluded, the report of the fact reached the bounds 
of the Cam ridge Presbytery, some injudicious confidant prematurely 
divulging the secret. (8.) The very fact that they availed themselves 
of an early hour of meeting, and of a hasty opening of Presbytery to 
perlorm deeds outraging all order, and which they knew they could not 
do if their brethren, who were expected, were present, is strong evidence 
of intrigue, and consequently of levity and profanity. 

Although punctuality is a virtue, yet, like other things, it may be per- 
verted to subserve vicious purposes. ‘To meet and enter on business at 
tle very minute appointed, and make no allowance for the ordinary 
variations of time-pieces; to constitute a Presbytery at the appointed 
minute, and with irreverent haste, when no occasion, of a lawful kind, is 
shown for the urgency; to enter immediately on gross violations of 
order, which they could not do if the other members expected were pre- 
sent ;—a minority thus meeting at an early hour, contrary to their custom, 
and constituting hastily, to reverse a deed of the majority against which 
they were protesters, to secure a majority by introducing members who 
were legally excluded, and excluding members on an accusation made 
by one who was under a charge for seand: al, that he might evade a fair 
trial, can leave no other impression on the judicious ‘mind, but that 
punctuality was made a pretext to cover fraud and intrigue. Besides 
the ordinary immorality of such intrigue and fraud, the employing of 
them in divine ordinanees, and constituting in the name of Christ for 
the purpose of consummating such designs, is most criminal levity and 
profanity. This the Synod could not pass over without condemnation. 
Such fraud, intrigue and profanation of divine ordinances, Synod must 
hold to be a vitiation of all the proceedings of such a court; and even a 
vitiation of the court itself when not renounced, and when persevered in 
with impenitence, as that party did. 

It may now be proper to inquire more directly whether Messrs. Camp- 
bell and Martin should have continued in presbyterial fellowship with 
that party, under such violations of order; or whether they were justifia- 
ble in withdrawing and constituting separately. This is substantially 
the question at issue; for if they were justifiable in withdrawing and 
constituting separately, the Synod were bound to decide as they did. 
We hold that those members did right in withdrawing, and we offer the 
following considerations in support of our position. 

We have seen that the party of which Mr. Stark was a member, 
employe! intrigue, and acted on a preconcerted plan, in order to effect 
serious violations of order, to change the character and constitution of the 
Presbytery, and to pervert justice itself, and so could not be acting really 
in the name of Christ. We have seen that, in pursuing their precon- 
certed plan, they vitiated the court itself and all its subsequent proceed- 
ings, by introducing persons to seats and vates who had no right to them, 
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thereby changing the character of the Presbytery, making the real mi- 
nority to be the majority for the time: we have seen that, to effect this 
object, they profaned divine ordinances, making them engines for effect- 
ing carnal and unholy ends; that they violated a standing deed of Pres- 
bytery, or as a minority who were protesters, they, contrary to presby- 
terian principles, reversed a deed of Presbytery against w hich they were 
protesters; that they allowed, contrary to rule, one who was under 
charge of scandal to accuse his judges till they were driven from the 
court, and then they granted him his object, an escape from a fair trial 
and from censure; and without a lawful reason they refused the privilege 
of a protest. 
2. It is granted that we may continue in presbyterial fellowship with 
a court under acts of mal-administration, exonerating our conscience by 
protests and waiting for redress in a lawful way, if those acts will not 
invalidate future proceedings, nor vitiate the court itself, But in this 
case, that exoneration was not allowed, and the acts complained of did 
vitiate the court, and by consequence would invalidate their proceedings, 
3. As it is not our duty to renounce a court for every error, nor instantly 
to leave them while there is a reasonable hope of their reformation; so, 
on the other hand, we are not to wait, till we are sure they have become 
a synagogue of Satan, before we separate from them. See Testimony, 
ar Jil. Act. I. Sections 2, and 4. 

The meeting at the time and place appointed, and having the former 
Peo. do not, of themselves, give validity to the constitution of a 
court; there are other things necessary, the want of which these cannot 
supply. ‘The court must meet in the name of Christ, not only profess- 
edly, but in reality, which includes, acting in Christ’s stead in the duties 
appointed them, and consequently, acknowledging his headship, acting 
under his authority, and for the promotion of his cause in the church 
according to hislaws. If these things be wanting, meeting at the time and 
place, and having the former moderator, do not give validity to the constitu- 
tion of the court. And can we suppose that, acting on a preconcerted plan 
to circumvent brethren, to give an opportunity to the accused to escape 
trial, to violate rules, to annul decisions of the majority by a minority, 
and to introduce persons to seats and votes who had no right to them, in 
order to make the minority a temporary majority, and by this means to 
effect those perverse ends; and with all this by prayer to ask Christ's 
countenance and assistance in carrying on these schemes, we ask, can 
any one suppose that this is to meet in the name of Christ? On the other 
hand, the want of a previously appointed moderator, or a necessary change 
of the time and place of meeting, provided all concerned have due warn- 
ing of it, does not invalidate the constitution of a court which has a quorum 
of the members of Presbytery. ‘The moderator is no standing officer in 
the Associate Church; he is an officer only by the voice of those present. 
The body of which Messrs. Campbell and Martin were members was 3 
quorum of the Presbytery of Albany, met at the place, and, substantially, 
at the time appointed, informally adjourned to another place, gave notice 
of “ appointed a moderator, and opened with prayer. 

. To continue in presbyterial fellowship with a body which, by its 
satende , has vitiated its constitution, is sinfully to acknowledge it as 
court of C hrist; therefore, under this view of the case, Messrs. C amphell 
and Martin were even bound to withdraw. But to continue in fellowship 
with that body, which, by its misdeeds and the vitiation of its constitution, 
ean do no valid presbyterial acts, would be mocking the ordinance of 
church government, the duties of the court, and the necessties of the 
church ; it would be, either to take part in deeds which they knew would 
not be valid, or, by merely looking on, they would be neglecting their 
presbyterial dyty, and a proper testimony against sin. Why continue 1) 
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presby terial fellowship with a body which could do no legal or valid 
presby terial acts, and which therefore is profaning the ordinance of church 
sovernment. It was, then, the duty of Messrs. Campbell and Martin 
to withdraw and constitute the Presbytery of Albany, in such a manner, 
that it could perform its duties as a Presbytery. And, consequently, it 
was the duty of Synod to justify and acknowledge this body, as the Pres- 
bytery of Albany; and also to condemn the misdeeds of the other party, 
and disown them as the Presbytery, because they were the guilty cause 
of the division, and beeause the body was vitiated, and could perform 
no valid presbyterial acts. 


Having now closed our direct reply to the memorial, we shal! offer a 
few general reflections, which the whole matter under review has sug- 
gested. Seldom has opposition to good order and discipline, to the 
peace and edification of the church, and to truth itself, been carried on 
with as much effrontery by ecclesiastical sectaries, as by those men 
whose cases are the subjects of the above remarks. One feature of their 
conduct, almost uniform with them ail, was to baffle and delay the trial 
of the charges laid against them; thus betraying guilt, contempt for 
sacred ordinances, and indifference to the peace of the chureh. And 
when they could baffle or delay no longer, the course was to evade a 
trial altogether, under one pretext or another, and to renounce al! eccle- 
siastical authority and government. Instead of standing their trial, as 
thuse conscious of innocenée, or who prefer their duty to their tempo- 
rary gratification, will do, these men appealed to the people, while the 
charges stand proved against them. In this appeal they endeavour to 
take advantage of the people’s ignorance and misrepresent rules of disci- 
pline. ‘They apply to themselves, while baffling and evading a trial, and 
coutemptuously renouncing church authority, those rules which are ap- 
plicable to the submissive and orderly, and deny, or complain of, as 
cruel, those rules which are really adapted to their case. In this appeal, 
too, they call the people to judge of facts, which, by their misrepresen- 
tations, they give them no opportunity of knowing. ‘They require them 
to discredit the facts legally ascertained before a court, and to receive 
their intended statements as more worthy of credit: and too often have 
they succeeded in persuading them to do so. Nor may we wonder at 
this success, when even protesters and remonstrants in Synod have erred 
on this point, and lent their influence to the deception. 

Though the grounds, on which the deposed brethren were severally 
censured, were different, they were all connected together, one wan in- 
volving himself in the misdeeds of another. ‘This connexion suggests 
the inference, that there was some secret bond of union between them. 
And that secret bond was not obscure nor doubtful to those who knew 
the men. It was want of attachment, or rather hostility to the principles 
ot our holy profession, with endeavours to undermine them, and a conse- 
quent dislike to those who maintained those principles, and who, in any 
measure, disappointed them of success in that desired object. ‘The 
charges against them, indeed, were chiefly for immorality, violations of 
ecclesiastical order, and contemptuous sehismatical courses ; yet unfaith- 
fuluess to their profession was at the root of those crimes, But though 
they conducted their opposition to the principles of their profession so 
as to avoid church censures, yet divine Providence left them to betray 
iewselves by immoralities and disorderly conduct which were undenia- 
ble. Nor is it a mere accidental connexion which exists between un- 
faithfulness in a religious profession, and open immoralities: the con- 
nexion is native and strong. Dissembling in a religious profession is 
immorality itself; it is lving, and must be attended with light views of 
tin, and it prepares the heart for dissimulation and all its attendant evils 
in other matters. So, Jer. ix. 3—5. ‘This is a solemn warning to t! 
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who stand, to take heed lest they fall; and particularly, to those who 
count the matters of our profession light things, lest they be already 
entered in a course of sin, in which God will leave them to final apos- 
tacy. ‘There are times when God, in a remarkable manner, rises to judg- 
ment; w hen, i in mercy to his church, he purges her of her dross; chas- 
tises her, in the diminution of her numbers, in the trouble she suffers, 
and in the divisions and dissensions which distract her; and when he 
leaves some to notorious sin, to impenitence under all church dealings 
with them, to add falsehood and slander to their other crimes, and to 
divide the church for selfish purposes. 

But now the deposed brethren, after evading trial on the charges laid 
against them, after renouncing the authority of their church courts, and 
under charges of guilt lawfully proved, have formed a new organization, 
and called the people to communion with them on the peculiar grounds 
of their separation. And as the chief ground which they allege js 
personal injustice suffered by the persons censured, so they call the 
people to communion with them in supporting their personal character, 
instead of maintaining the honour of Christ and the influence of his 
cause. We must not only ‘build on the foundation of the aposiles and 
prophets,” but ** Jesus Christ must be the chief corner-stone.” 'T 
peculiar cause of a separate organization is the peculiar matter of com- 
munion in that organization ; aud therefore the sinfulness of setling up 
new sects for personal concerns. Let the people be aware of this, 

Infidelity is natural to man, and in various ages of the church it shows 
itself in different ways. One sign of the times, at present, is, not to be- 
lieve that Christ is in his ordinances, nor that his authority is in his 
courts. Connected with this, is that disposition, so prevalent at present, 
to discard all diseipline in the church, and to encourage the sinner in his 
sin. One design of discipline is to bring the sinner to repeniance, * that 
he may be ashamed,” and with this, to deter others from transgression, 
‘The prominent measures and principles of the memorialists are, to bring 
discipline into reproach, to make contempt of it honourable, and to coun- 
tenance the transgressor in his rebellion; for, on their principles, the 
uecused is to be the ultimate judge in his own case, and ought to hold it 
honourable to disobey. ‘They have set the example of contempt of 
chureh courts, and erected a new organization to support themselves in 
it. If they exercise no discipline, it is easy to foresee their end; if 
they attempt to exercise it, they may expect the people to carry out the 
principles which they have maintained and exemplified, and to bring 
tleir organization to the ground. 

The conduct of those men, whose cases have been under review, pre- 
sents a scene of no ordinary obliquity. ‘They have been guilty of much 
crime and disorder; they have showed insensibility to the evil of sin; 
they have contemned the divine means of reformation; they have em- 
ployed falsehood and slander to injure church courts, and to insnare the 
people; and they have divided the church for their own personal ends 
und thus have erected a standard for refugees from discipline to rally 
around them. Let the people be on their guard against this snare, and 
the means of allurement which are employed. ‘The courts, supreme and 
subordinate, which have been called to act in these commotions, have 
been remarkably preserved from error in their measures: And this point 
we hope the people will prayerfully examine. ‘These dispensations of 
Providence eall for thankfulness, humility and watehfulness. And while 
the new organization calls the people to novelty and schism, let it he 
remembered that the Associate Synod has changed none of her prinei- 
ples, and that her communion in principles and aims is the same that it 
ever was. A. ANDERSON, 

J. MARTIN, Committee. 
J. P. MILLER. 
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for destruction;” yea, there are some to whom “God sends strong 
delusions, that they may believe a lie, that they all might be 
damned:” and others * whose judgment now of a long time linger- 
eth not, and their damnation slumbereth not.* Nor is it his will 
that all men, in this large sense, should come to repentance, since 
he withholds from many both the means and grace of repentance; 
and, though it is his will of precept, that ali to whom the e preaching 
of the gospel is vouchsafed should repent, yet it is not his purposing, 
determining will, to bring them all to repentance; for then i 
would all come to yepentanee, “ for who hi ith resisted his will?’ 

It is very true that reves, “any,” being opposed to xavres, * Hn 
is a - aciauiee of it; but the n both a “any” and the “all” are to 
be ba-ey and restrained by the * us,” to wham God is long-suffer- 
ing; God is not willing that any more < showtd not perish, and is wil- 
ling that no more should come to repentance than the “us” to 
whom his long-suffering is salvation. ‘The key, therefore, to open 
this text lies in these words, ets xuas, * to us-ward, or “ for our sake 3” 
for these are the persons God would not have any of them perish, 
but would have them all come to repentance. It will be proper, 
er 

To inquire who these are. It is evident that they are distin- 
ssldiad from the scoffers mocking at the promise of C hrist’s s coming, 
ver. 3, 4, are called beloved, ver. 1, 8, 14,17, which is to be under- 
stood either of their being beloved by God, with an everlasting and 
unchangeable love, or of their being beloved as brethren by the 
apostle and other saints; neither of which is true of all mankind. 
Besides, the design of the words is to establish the saints in, and 
comfort them with the coming of Christ, until which God was long- 
sullering towards them, and which they were to account salvation, 
ver. 15. Add to this, that the apostle manifestly designs a com- 
pany or society to which he belonged, and of which he was a part, 
and so can mean no other than sech who were chosen of God, re- 
deemed from among men, and called out of darkness into marvel- 
lous light; and such were the persons the apostle writes to. Some 
copies read the words & vuas, “ for your sakes ;” so the Alexandrian 

MS. the Syriac version, »12n52>, “ for you,” or your sakes; the same 
way the Ethiopie. Now these persons were such who were “ elect, 
according to the foreknowledge of God the Father, through sanctifi- 
eation of the Spirit unto obedience, and sprinkling of the blood of 
Jesus Christ ;’{ and such as these, or who belong to the same elec- 
tion of grace they did, God is unwilling that any of them should 
perish, but wills that all of them should have repentance unto life ; 
and, therefore, he waits to be gracious to them, and defers the second 
coming of Christ. ‘The case stands thus: there was a promise of 
Christ’s second coming, to judge the world, delivered out; it was 
expected that this would have been very quickly, whereas it has 
been a long time deferred. Hence scoffers shall arise in the last 
days, charging the Lord with slackness and dilatoriness concerning 
his promise, though he is not slack with respect to it, but is long- 

suflering towards his elect, waiting tll their number i is completed in 
eflectual vocation, and, for their sakes bears with all the idolatry, 
" Prov. xvi. 4; Jude ver. 4; Rom. ix. 22; 2 Thess. xi. 12; 2 Pet. i. 3. 
t Rom. ix. 19. +1 Pet. i. 2, 
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superstition, and profaneness that are in the world; but when the 
Jast man that belongs to that number shall be called, he will stay no 
longer, but descend in flames of fire, take his own elect to himself. 
and burn up the world and the wicked in it. | 

4. It is indeed * said “that the apostle, by “the elect, to whom 
he writes, does not mean men absolutely designed for eternal hap- 
piness, but only men professing Christianity, or such as were visible 
members of the church of Christ: since he calls upon them to 
‘make’ their ‘calling and election sure,’ exhorts them to watch. 
fulness, seeing their ‘adversary the devil goes about seeking whom 
he may devour,’ and to ‘beware lest’ they ‘fall from their own 
steadfastness;’ yea, he speaks of some of them as having ‘forsaken 
the right way; and also prophesies that ‘false teachers should 
make merchandise of them,’ neither of which, it is observed, can 
be supposed of men absolutely elected to salvation; and, also, that 
the church at Babylon was elected, together with these persons, 
which could not be known and said of all its members.” To all 
which I reply, that calling upon them to make their election sure, 
does not suppose it to be a precarious and conditional one, as I have 
shown in a preceding section; that exhortations to sobriety, and 
vigilance against Satan, and cautions about falling, are pertinent to 
such who are absolutely elected to salvation; for, though Satan cannot 
devour them, he may greatly distress them; and, though they shall 
not finally and totally fall from the grace of God, yet they may fall 
from some degree of steadfastness, both as to the doctrine and grace 
of faith, which may be to their detriment as well as to the dishonour 
of God: that it is not true, that the apostle speaks of any of these 
elect he writes to, that they had “forsaken the right way,” but 
of some other persons; and, though he prophesies that * false 
teachers’ should “make merchandise ”’ of them, the meaning is, 
that, by their fine words and fair speeches, they should be able to 
draw money out of their pockets, not that they should destroy the 
grace of God wrought in their hearts, As to the church at Babylon 
being said to be elected with them, the apostle might say this of the 
church in general, as he does, in a judgment of charity, of the church 
at Thessalonica and others, though every member of it in particular 
was not elected to salvation, without any prejudice to the doctrine of 
absolute election. Besides, the persons he writes to were not visible 
members of any one particular church or community, professing 
Christianity, but were strangers scattered abroad in several parts of 
the world, and were such who had “ obtained like precious faith” 
with the apostles, and is a strong evidence of their being men abso- 
lutely designed for eternal happiness. And whereas it is suggested, 
that these persons were come to repentance, and therefore cannot be 
the same to whom God is long-suffering, that they might come to re- 
pentance; I answer, that though they are not the same individual 
persons, yet are such who belong to the same body and number ol 
the elect on whom the Lord waits, and to whom he is long-suffering, 
until they are all brought to partake of this grace, having determined 
that not one of them should ever perish, 

5. Hence it follows, that these words do not furnish out any argu- 
ment in favour of universal redemption, nor do they militatet against 


* Whitby, p. 125, 126; ed. 2, 122, 123. t Id. p. 13, 75; ed. 2. 74. 
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absolute election and reprobation, or unfrustrable grace in conver- 
sion; but, on the contrary, maintain and establish them, since it ap- 
pears to be the will of God, that not one of those he has chosen in 
Christ, given to him, and for whom he died, shall ever perish; and, 
inasmuch as evangelical repentance is necessary for them, and they 
cannot come at it of themselves, he freely bestows it on them, and, 
by his unfrustrable grace, works it in them; and, until this is done 
unto and upon every one of them, he keeps the world in being, 


which is “reserved unto fire, against the day of judgment, and per- 
dition of ungodly men. 


SECTION LVI 


And he is the propitiation for our sins; and not for ours only, but also for the sins 
of the whole world.—1L Joun ii. 2 


A very considerable argument for the universal extent of Christ’s 
death is thought to arise™ from this passage of scripture, as well as 
from all those which represent Christ as “the Saviour of the world, 
and the whole world;’’ and it is observed, that whereas these scrip- 
tures are all, save one, in the writings of St. John, the sense which 
«the world”? beareth in St. John’s gospel and epistles, must be 
esteemed, in reason, the proper import of the word, where it never 
signifies the elect only, in opposition to the wicked of the world, 
but the wicked of the world in opposition to the faithful Christian.t 
To which I answer, 

I, That there would be some weight in this observation if the 
word world was always used in one uniform and constant sense in 
the writings of the apostle John, whereas it admits of a variety of 
senses; and, therefore, the sense of it in one place cannot be the 
rule for the interpretation of it in another, which can only be fixed 
as the text or context determine; sometimes it signifies the whole 
universe of created beings, John i. 10; sometimes the habitable 
earth, John xvi. 28; sometimes the inhabitants of it, John i. 10; 
sometimes unconverted persons, both elect and reprobate, John xv 
19; sometimes the worse part of the world, the wicked, John xvii. 
9; sometimes the better part of it, the elect, John 1. 29, and vi. 33 
51; sometimes a number of persons, and that a small one in compa- 
rison of the rest of mankind, John xii, 19; in one place it is used 
three times, and in so many senses, John i. 10; “he,’”’ that is, Christ 
“was in the world,” the habitable earth, and “the world,’ the 
whole universe, “ was made by him,” and “ the world,’ the inhabi- 
tants of the earth, “knew him not;” and which is not to be under- 
stood of them all, for there were some, though few, who did know 
him: and I will venture to affirm, that the word world is always 
used in the apostle John’s writings, in a restricted and limited sense, 
for some only, unless when it designs the whole universe, or habita- 
ble earth, senses which are out of the question, for none will say 
Christ died for the sun, moon, and stars, for fishes, fowls, brutes, 
sticks, and stones; and that it is never used to signify every indivi- 
dual of mankind that has been, is, or shall be in the world; in which 


* Remonstr. in Coll. Hag. art. ii. p. 133; Curcelleus, p. 358; Limborch, p. 32 
| Whitby, p. 127, 128, 154; ed. 2. 124, 125, 131. 
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sense it ought to be proved it is used, if any argument can be con- 
cluded from it in favour of general redemption. 

1, It is most manifest that the word world, used by the apostle 
John, when speaking of redemption and salvation by Christ, is al- 
ways used in a limited and restrained sense, and signifies some per- 
sons only, and not all the individuals of human nature, as will ap- 
pear from the consideration of the several passages following, as 
when the Baptist says, 

John i. 29, “ Behold the Lamb of God which taketh away the sin 
of the world!”? By the “ world” cannot be meant every individual 
of mankind; for it is not true, it is not fact, that Jesus Christ. the 
Lamb of God, takes away the sin or sins of every individual man, 
since there are some who “die” in their “sins,’? whose “sins go 
beforehand to judgment,”’ and “ others they follow after,” for which 
they will be righteously and everlastingly condemned; which can 
never be, if Christ has taken away their sin. Should it be said,* as 
it is, “ That the Baptist speaks this in allusion to the lambs daily 
offered up for the sins of the whole Jewish nation; and, therefore, 
intimates, that as they were offered up to expiate the sins of the 
whole nation, so was this Lamb of God offered to expiate the 
sins of the whole world in general;’’ I reply, that as the lambs daily 
offered were typical of Christ, the Lamb of God, so the people, for 
whom they were offered, were typical, not of the whole world in 
general, but of the true Israel and church of God, for whom Christ 
gave himself an expiatory sacrifice, and whose sins he so takes away 
as that they shall not be seen any more, 

When our Lord says, that “ God so loved the world, that he gave 
his only-begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not 
perish,’ but have everlasting lifet—by the “world” he cannot 
mean every son and daughter of Adam; for this world is represented 
as the object of God’s “love,” even of his special love, which all 
men are not: as such to and for whom God has “ given his only- 
begotten Son, which is not true of all mankind; who are brought to 
“believe” in Christ, in consequence of God’s love, and the gift of 
his Sen, but all men have not faith; as such who shall never “ perish,” 
though it is certain that some men will; and as such who shall have 
“everlasting life,’’ whereas some will go into everlasting punish- 
ment, and die the second death. The similitude of the brazen ser- 
pent lifted up for the preserva ition of the Jews, is insufficient to 
prove the redemption of all mankind: nor is it supposed, of this 
world, so beloved of God, that some would not believe, and there- 
fore perish; and that others would, and be saved; for the phrase 
“ whosoever believeth,’’ does not design a division of different per- 
sons, but a distinction of the same persons; who, in their uncon- 
verted state, believe not, but, through the power of divine grace, are 
brought to believe in Christ for life and salvation ; and so it points 
out the way in which they are secured from perishing, and have 
everlasting life. Nor will it be the condemnation of Infidels 
among the Heathens that they believed not in Christ, but their 
transgressions of the law of nature; nor of the unbelieving Jews, 
that they believed not Christ died for them, but because they did 


* Whitby, p. 134. ? John iii. 16. 
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iniversal sense, more magnify the love of God than when taken in 
a more restrained one; since according to this general scheme, men 
may be the objects of God’s love, and have an interest in the gift of 
his Son, and yet finally perish, and come short of everlasting life. 
The words in the following verse,* and which are elsewhere in the 
same manner expressed, that Christ came “into the world not to 
condemn it,” but to “*save” it, are designed to point out the differ- 
ent ends of Cirist’s first and second coming. Again, 

When the Samaritans declared their belief i in Christ, that he was 
the “Saviour of the world ;’t and the apostle John says, that “we 
have seen, and do testify, that the Father sent the Son to be the Sa- 
viour of the world ;” by the “ world,’’ cannot be intended every man 
and woman that has been, is, or shail be in the world, since every 
one is not saved; and Christ cannot be the Saviour of more than are 
saved. Besides, was he the Saviour of the world in this universal 
sense, he must be the Saviour both of believers and unbelievers, 
contrary to his own words; “ He that believeth and is baptized, shall 
be saved ; he that believeth not shall be damned.’’t Moreover, 

When Christ says, “ The bread of God is he that cometh down 
from heaven and giveth life to the world;”{ no more can be de- 

signed by “ the world ”? than those to whom this bread of God gives 
life. Now it is certain, that spiritual life here, and ev erlasting iife 
hereafter, are not given to all men, and therefore all men cannot 
be intended here; only such who are quickened by the Spirit of God, 
and shall enjoy eternal life; and these are “the world, for the life 
of” which Christ promised to “give’’ his “ flesh,’’ in this same 
chapter.|| Now from the consideration of all these passages, it will 
appear how weak, trifling, and inconclusive is the argument taken 
from hence in favour of universal redemption, But, 

III. It may be said, if the “world” does not include every indi- 
vidual person in it, yet surely the phrase, “ the whole world,” must: 
and when the beloved disciple says, “And he is the propitiation 
for our sins, and not for ours only, but for the sins of the whole 
world ;’’*{| these, his words, will not admit of a restrained sense, but 
must extend to all men.** To which I reply: 

1. The phrase, “the whole world,” is frequently used by the 
Jews in a limited and restrained sense ; as when theyTf report, “ That 
it happened to a certain high priest, that when he went out of the sane- 
tuary, xooy “52, the whole world went after him,’”? which could only 
design the multitude in the temple; and where ¢ it is said, * 53° "2, 
the whole world has left the ‘ Misnah’ and gone after the «Gemaray’ 
which at most can only intend the Jews, and pe rhaps only a majo- 

rity of their doctors; and in another§§ place, + xo5y *Sy3 
world fell upon their faces; but Raf did not fall on his face;’’ 
where it means no more than the congregation. Once more|j| it is 
said, “ when R. Simeon Ben Gamaliel entered, that is, into the sy- 
nagogue, xody *5)2, the whole world, that is, all the synagogue, stood 
up before him.” Such phrases as these 35a x5 xndy “Syd, the whole 
world does not dissent; ‘7 xpdby “2, the whole world confesseth; 
and ‘330 xndy “na, the whole world are of opinion, are frequently 


, the whole 


* John iii. 17; chap. xii. 47. t John iv. 43; 1 John iv. 14. t Mark xvi. 16 
§ John vi. 33. || John vi. 51. { 1 John ii. 2. 
¢ ae p. 132; ed. 2, 129. ti Talmud, Yoma, fol. 71. 2 
tt Bava Metzia, fol. 33. 2. §§ Megilla, fol. 22. 2. \||| Horaigt. 1.13.2 
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met with in the Talmud ; by which is designed an agreement among 
the Rabbins in certain points; nay, sometimes two doctors only are 
meant by xoby 2, the whole world.* 

2. This phrase in scripture, unless where it signifies the whole 
universe, or habitable earth, is always used in a limited and re- 
strained sense; “a decree went out that all the world should be 
taxed; which was no other than the Roman empire, and sueh coun- 
tries as were subject to it. The “faith” of the church at Rome, was 
“ spoken of throughout the ..!.ole world,” that is, throughout all the 
churches, and among all the saints in the world. “ All the world” 
is said “to become guilty before God by the law:’? which can be 
said of no more than were under that law, and so not true of all 
mankind; who, though all guilty by the law of nature, yet not by 
the law of Moses. ‘The apostle tells the Colossians, that “the gos- 
pel’? was “come into all the world, and bringeth forth fruit ;” 
which can design only real saints and true believers, in whom alone 
it brings forth fruit. An “hour of temptation ” is spoken of, “ which 
shall come upon all the world, to try them which dwell upon the 
earth ;’’ who can be no other than such who will then be in being, 
and cannot be thought to inelude all the individuals that have been 
in the world. All the world wondered after the beast ;’’ and yet 
there were some who did not receive his mark, nor worship him. 
‘Satan deceiveth the whole world;” and yet it is certain that the 
elect cannot be deceived by him. “The whole world” will be 
gathered together to the “ battle of the great day of God Almighty ;” 
who are distinet from the saints, whom they will oppose. 

3. This phrase in the writings of the apostle John, is used ina 
restrained sense, and does not extend to every individual of human 
nature, that has been, is, or shall be in the world, as it should be 
proved it does, to conclude an argument from it in favour of univer- 
sal redemption. Now it is used but in one place besides the text 
under consideration, when it designs men, in all his writings, and 
that isin 1 John v. 19. “ And we know that we are of God, and 
the whole world lieth in wiekedness;’? where the whole world 
lying in wickedness, is manifestly distinguished from the saints 
who are of God, and belong not to the world; and consequently the 
whole world is not to be understood of all the individuals in it. 
And it is easy to observe the like distinction in the text before us; 
for “the sins of the whole world” are opposed to “ our sins,” the 
sins of the apostle, and others to whom he joins himself; who there- 
fore belonged not to, nor were a part of the whole world, for whose 
sins Christ was a propitiation, as for theirs. ‘That the whole world, 
for whom Christ is a propitiation, eannot intend every man and 
woman that has been, is, or shall be in the world, appears from his 
being their “ propitiation;” for, for whose sins he is a propitiation, 
their sins are atoned for and pardoned, and their persons justified 
from all sin, and so shall certainly be glorified; which is not true ol 
the whole world taken in the large sense contended for. Besides, 
Christ is ** set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his blood.”t 
The benefit of his propitiatory sacrifice, is only received and en- 


* Vid. Mill. Formul. Talmud, p. 41, 42. 


—_ = i . . «a - 2 aie * a 
t — i ;_ Rou. i. S,andiii. 19; Coli. 6; Rev. iii. 10, and xii. 9, and xiii. 3. 
} hom. ul 22. 








na 
an 
be 
er- 
ext 
nd 
ind 
rid 
nts 
the 
it. 
us; 
the 
re- 
ose 
rid. 
and 
his 
ion, 
fied 
» of 


THE CAUSE OF GOD AND TRUTH. 


joyed through faith; so that in the event, it appears that Christ is a 
propitiation only for believers, a character which does not agree with 
all mankind. Add to this, that for whom Christ is a propitiation, 
he is also an advocate, ver. 1, but he is not an advocate for every in- 
dividual in the world; yea, there is a world he will not pray for, and 
consequently is no propitiation for. Once more, the design of the 
apostle in these words, is to comfort his “little children,” who might 
fall into sin through weakness and inadvertency, with the advocacy 
and propitiatory sacrifice of Christ; but what comfort would it yield 
to a distressed mind, to be told that Christ was a propitiation, not 
only for the sins of the apostles, and other saints, but for the sins of 
every individual in the world, even of those that are in hell? would 
it not be natural for persons in such circumstances, to argue rather 
against than for themselves; and conclude, that inasmuch as persons 
might be damned, notwithstanding Christ’s propitiatory sacrifice, 
that this might and would be their case? But, 

1. For the better understanding of the sense of this text, it should 
be observed, that the apostle John was a Jew, and writes to Jews, as 
Dr. Whitby himself observes,” and them chiefly, if not altogether, 
who were distinguished from the Gentiles, commonly called the 
world: now, says the apostle, “ He is a propitiation for our sins, and 
not for ours only,”’ the sins of us Jews, “ but also for the sins of the 
whole world,” the Gentiles. Nothing is more common in the 
Jewish writings,f than to call the Gentiles, s25y, the world; and 
shy 52, the whole world; and oyyn nye, the nations of the world; 
henee the apostle Paul calls them «ecu, the world, in Rom, xi. 12, 
15. It was a controversy agitated among the Jewish doctors, 
whether, when the Messiah came, the Gentiles, the world, should 
have any benefit by him; the majority was exceeding large on the 
negative of the question, and determined they should not; only 
some few, as old Simeon and others, knew that he should be “a 
light to lighten the Gentiles,” as well as “ the glory of the people of 
Israel.”? The rest concluded, that the most severe judgments and 
dreadful calamities would befall them; yea, that they should be cast 
into hell in the room of the Israelites.{ ‘This notion John the Bap- 
tist, Christ, and his apostles, purposely oppose, and is the true reason 
of the use of this phrase in the Scriptures which speak of Christ’s 
redemption. Thus John the Baptist, when he pointed out the 
Messiah to the Jews, represents him as “ the Lamb of God, which 
taketh away the sin of the world,” the Gentiles as well as Jews; for 
by the blood of this Lamb, men are “ redeemed to God, out of every 
kindred, and tongue, and people, and nation.” When our Lord 
was discoursing with Nicodemus, one of their Rabbins, he lets him 
know that “ God so loved the world,”’ the Gentiles, contrary to 
their rabbinical notions, “ that he gave his only begotten Son, that 
whosoever ” of them “ that believeth on him, should not perish,” as 
they had concluded every one of them should; “ but have everlasting 
life;’? and that ** God sent not his Son into the world to condemn 
the world,” the Gentiles, as they imagined, “but that the world 
through him might be saved.”? When the Samaritans believed in 


* Page 466; ed. 2. 446. t Talmud, Rabbot,and Zohar. Vid. Jarchi in Isa. liii. 5. 


_} Vid. Shemot Rabbr, fol. 93. 3, and 99. 4; Shirbash, Rab. fol. 24. 1; Jarchi and 
Kimchi, in Zech, ix. 1. 
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Christ, they declared him to be “ the Saviour of the world,” the Gen- 
tiles, and so of themselves, who were accounted by the Jews as hea- 
thens; Christ sets forth himself as “the bread of life,’ preferable to 
“the manna,” among other things, from its extensive virtue to the 
world, the Gentiles: and here the apostle John says, that Christ 
was not only “the propitiation for the sins of the Jews,” but for 
“the sins of the whole world,” the Gentiles.”’* This puts me in 
mind of a passage I have met with in the Talmud,f a saying of 
Rabbi Jochanan, “ Wo,” says he, “ ny onyn, to the nations of 
the world, who are lost, and they know not that they are lost; 
whilst the sanctuary stood, the altar atoned, or was a propitiation for 
them; but now who shall be a propitiation for them?”’ Blessed be 
God, we know who is a propitiation for us, the nations of the world, 
one that was typified by the altar, and is greater than that, even the 
Lord Jesus Christ. 
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SECTION LVIII. 


Keep yourselves in the love of God, looking for the mercy of our Lord Jesus Christ 
unto eternal life.—Jupe, ver. 21. 





Tuese words are thought to represent the saints’ continuance in 
the love and favour of God, as conditional, depending on their obe- 
dience, care, and keeping of themselves; and that there is a_possi- 
bility of their falling from it, and consequently that they are not ab- 
solutely elected to everlasting life.t To which I reply; 

1. That the saints’ continuance in the love and favour of God, 
does not depend on their obedience, or on any thing done by them; 
since his love to them is an everlasting one, which commenced from 
everlasting, and will continue to everlasting; is prior to all their 
obedience; was in his own heart towards them, and expressed by 
several acts before they had done either good or evil; and con- 
tinued, notwithstanding all their disobedience, in an unregenerate 
state, and is the source and spring of all their love and obedience to 
him; nor is there any thing in their best works that can entitle them 
to his favour, or secure the continuance of it; since, when they have 
done ‘all they can, they are but “unprofitable servants.”? Nor is 
there any possibility or danger, of real saints falling from the love 
and favour of God. They may, and sometimes are, left to do those 
things which are displeasing to him, and, was he a man, or should he 
act as men usually do in such cases, would at once, and effectually, 
turn them out of his favour; but the case is, he is “the Lord,”’ and 
not man, and “changes not” in his affections as men do; “and 
therefore the sons of Jacob are not consumed.”§ In his severest pro- 
vidences towards his people, his love always remains the same, as 
when he hides his face from them, or chides and chastises them in 
a fatherly way; should it be otherwise, his love would not be ever- 
lasting, unchangeable, and from which there is no separation, as the 
Scriptures represent it; and besides, would be contrary to the as- 
surances he has given of the continuance of his love, both by word 
and oath, Isaiah liv. 9, 10. 

2. By the “love of God,” in this text, we are not to understand 













































































































* John i. 29, and iii. 16, 17, and iv. 42, and vi. 33; 1 Johnii. 2. t Succa. fol. 55.2 
4. Whitby, p. 87, 398, 421, 422, 458; ed. 2. 86, 388, 410, 411,438. § Mal. iii..0 
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the love which God bears in his own heart to his people, or with 
which they are loved by him, but rather that love with which they 
love him, and of which he is the object; see Luke xi. 42, which isa 
sense some interpreters™ on the other side of the question readily 
allow of; and then the meaning of the exhortation, * keep yourselves, 
ve, one another,’ as it may be rendered, “in the love of God,” 
is, that though this grace of love cannot be lost, yet, inasmuch as the 
fervour of it may be abated, and the saints grow cold and indifferent 
in their expressions of it, it becomes them to make use of all proper 
means to maintain, increase, and inflame it, both in themselves and 
others, such as are mentioned in the context, as conversing together 
in an edifying way, about either the grace or doctrine of their 
“most holy faith; praying ”’ either separately or together, under the 
influences of “the Holy Ghost,” and “ looking” forward “ for the 
nerey of Christ unto eternal life.’ All which, with many other 
things, by the blessing of God, may serve to maintain and revive the 
grace of love and blow it up intoa flame. ‘Though, perhaps, this 
phrase may chiefly design that love, peace, and concord, which ought 
to subsist among saints as brethren, and which they should be care- 
ful to preserve. This may be called “ the love of God,” just as the 
same thing is styled “the peace of God,” Col, iii. 15, because he 
ealls them to it, itis of him, what they are taught by him, and in 
which he causes them to abound; and then the sense of the exhorta- 
tion, “ keep yourselves,’ or “ one another in the love of God,” is 
“endeavour to-keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace; 
provoke one another to love and good works; walk in love,” both 
to God and among yourselves, as ye have Christ for an example: 
which sense is strengthened by the following words, *‘ of some have 
compassion, making a difference,’ and “others save with fear.” 
And hence it will appear that this text neither militates against the 
doctrine of absolute election, nor countenances the doctrine of the 
possibility of real saints falling from a state of grace and favour with 
God. But, 

3. Admitting that by “ the love of God,”’ is meant the grace and 
favour of God: the exhortation to the saints, to “ keep themselves 
in”’ it, is, to set it always before them, to keep it constantly in view, 
to exercise faith on it, firmly believing their interest in it, and hence, 
keep “ looking”? and waiting “for the mercy of Christ unto eternal 
life;” or to “ keep themselves in”? it, is to meditate on it, give them- 
selves up wholly to the contemplation of it, and employ their 
thoughts constantly about this delightful subject, the love of God; 
which is the foundation of all grace here, and glory hereafter. Once 
nore, the words, szurcus ev ay27" Ox tapne27e, may be rendered, “ pre- 
serve yourselves by the love of God,”’ that is, against Satan’s temp- 
tations, the snares of the world, and the lusts of the flesh. When- 
ever Satan solicits to sin, any snare is laid to draw into it, and the 
flesh attempts to be predominant, betake yourselves to the love of 
God, as a strong hold, or preservative against sin; and reason thus, 
as Joseph did, “ How then can I do this great wickedness, and sin 
against God?’’+ who, when I look backward, has loved me with an 
everlasting love; and whenI look forward there’s “the merey of 
our Lord Jesus Christ unto eternal life.’ Consider the words in 


* Vorstius and Grotius in loc. t Eph, iv. 3; Heb. x. 24; Eph. v.2 
t Gen. xxxix. 9 
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either light, they neither prove a conditional election, nor a possi- 
bility of the saints falling from grace ; against which, provision is 
made in Christ, who, in ver. 24, is represented as “able to keep” 
them ied falling, and to present” them «faultless before the 
presence of his glory with exceeding joy.’ 
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SECTION LIX. 
REVELATION, CHAP. I. AND 11. 


SEVERAL passages are produced from the epistles to the seven 
churches of Asia, in favour of the defectibility and total apostacy of 
real saints. It should be observed, that the churches in all ages, 
have more or less consisted of true believers and hypocrites, wise 
and foolish virgins, sheep and goats, wheat and tares, and some- 
times are denominated from the better, and sometimes from the 
worse part; some things in the epistles to them particularly regard 
true believers, and others formal professors among them. This ob- 
servation will help us to understand the reason and meaning of 
many commands, cautions, exhortations, and threatenings, not only 
used in these epistles, but in the rest of the epistles sent to the seve- 
ral churches, Besides, it may be observed, that the whole churches 
may be unchurched, their church state be dissolved, and yet not one 
true believer among them be lost or perish, as has been the case of 
these seven churches, and many others; which is brought about by 
removing true believers by death, withholding a blessing from the 
means of grace to the conversion of others; and at length, taking the 
gospel wholly from them, and so at last the candlestick is removed 
out of its place, It is, therefore, to no purpose to urge passages and 
instances of this kind against the saints’ final perseverance; how- 
ever, we shall consider the several scriptures urged and referred 
unto, And, 

1. The first of this kind to be examined, is in the epistle to the 
church at Ephesus. “ Nevertheless, 1 have somewhat against thee, 
because thou hast left thy first love. Remember, therefore, from 
whenee thou art fallen, and repent, and do the first works; or else I 
will come unto thee quickly, and will remove thy candlestick out 
of his place, except thou repent.”* But neither the complaint 
lodged against this church, that she had left her first love, proves 
that she had totally and finally fallen away from grace; since she 
might leave, that is, abate in the fervency of her love to Christ, 
though not lose it; which sometimes waxes cold through the preva- 
lence of corruption and the snares of the world, when it is not lost, 
as it was not in this church; nor can it be lost in any true believer, 
notwithstanding their desertions, temptations, falls, and backslidings: 
nor does the exhortation, to “remember from whence” she was 
“fallen,’”’ prove it, seeing she might be fallen partially, though not 
totally ; and the design of this exhortation be to put her upon com- 
paring her former and present condition together; that her desires 
after a restoration to her former lively and comfortable frame, might 
be quickened, and she be humbled under a sense of her backslidings, 
and brought to an acknowledgment of the same, which would ap- 
pear by her doing her “ first works:” nor does the threatening to 





* Rev. ii. 4,5. Vid. Limborch, 1. 5, c. 83, sect. 19, p. 721; Whitby, p. 432, 455, 
ed. 2. 420, 438. 
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«come unto” her, and “remove her candlestick out of his place,” 
in case of non-repentance, prove it; seeing this may be understood 
of his coming to her in a providential way, and either shaking her 
church state, by suffering persecution or heresy to come in upon her, 
or by wholly removing it, through withholding a blessing from the 
means of grace, and entirely taking them away; which might be 
done without the loss of one true believer, as has been observed. 
Besides, this church is greatly commended in ver. 2, 3, for her la- 
bour, and patience, and zeal against false apostles; a plain case that 
she was not finally and totally fallen from grace. 

2, The next passage to be considered is the promise made to the 
church at Smyrna, “ Be thou faithful unto death, and I will give thee 
a crown of life.”’* It is represented as incongruous with an absolute 
promise of God, that believers should persevere to the end, to sus- 
pend their happiness on condition of their perseverance, which is 
said to be done in these words. But it should be observed, that the 
«crown of life,” or eternal happiness, is not a blessing “ suspended,” 
since it never was promised nor ever expected to be enjoyed before 
death, much less suspended on any condition whatever to be per- 
formed by us; since it is a gift, a gift wholly of free grace. Faith- 
fulness unto death is not here made the condition of enjoying the 
crown of life; but the gift of the crown of life is made the encou- 
ragement to faithfulness unto death. In the same light are we to 
consider James i, 12, and the words of our Lord in Matt. xxiv. 12, 
13. Because iniquity shall abound (not because tribulations do 
abound,” as Dr. Whitby cites the words,) “the love of many shall 
wax cold; but he that shall endure to the end, the same shall be 
saved ;?’?¢ where enduring to the end is not the condition of salva- 
tion, but the promise of salvation is the encouragement to endure to 
the end. 

3. A third passage referred to is the exhortation to the church at 
Pergamos, not Ephesus, as Dr. Whitby, through mistake,t calls it: 
“Repent, or else I will come unto thee quickly, and will fight 
against them with the sword of my mouth.”’§ ‘This church is so 
far from being an instance of the apostacy of real saints, that she is 
commended for “holding fast” the “name” of Christ, and not 
“denying” his “faith” in the worst of places, and in the worst of 
times, “even where Satan’s seat”? was, and “ wherein Antipas,” a 
“faithful martyr, was slain;’”? and though there were some among 
them who held the doctrines and followed the practices of Balaam 
and the Nicolaitans, which should have been matter of humiliation, 
and on the account of which Christ exhorts to repentance; and 
though he says that he will “ come to” her “ quickly,” that is in a 
providential way, yet not to fight against her, but them; for he says 
not, I will “fight against thee,” the church, as Dr. Whitby inadver- 
tently reads the words, but “against them,” the Balaamites and 
Nicolaitans; and that not with the temporal sword, but with the 
“sword of his mouth,” the word of God. The passage out of the 
epistle to the church at Thyatira, being much the same with what is 
alleged from the epistle to the church at Philadelphia, will be con- 
sidered with it. 1 proceed, 

4, To examine the instance of the church at Sardis, There were 

* Rev. ii. 10. Vid. Whitby, p. 430, 431; ed. 2. 419, 420. 
t Ibid. p. 431; ed. 2. 420. t Ibid. p. 482; ed. 2. 420. § Rev. ii. 16. 
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but few true believers in this church; she had a “ name to live,”’ but 
was “dead;”? she had but a “few names which had not defiled their 
garments,”’ and therefore her defection is no proof of the apos- 
tacy of real saints. “ ‘The things which remain,” she is called upon 
to “strengthen,”’ are not to be understood of the graces of the Spirit 
in her members ; since these are never really wasting and declining, 
they are always all they were, and never less, but continually on the 
growing, thriving, and increasing hand; for this “ good work”? of 
grace is daily carrying on, whether the saints are sensible of it or 
not, and will be “performed until the day of Christ ;”’ nor can the 
graces of the Spirit die, being immortal and incorruptible seeds; nor 
are they ever “ready to die,’ unless in the apprehension of saints 
under fits of unbelief. Besides, it is God’s work, and not man’s, to 
strengthen these; and should these be intended in this passage, it 
would be no proof of the real loss of true grace, since these are said 
not to be dead, but ‘*ready to die,” and recoverable the +z aziz 
were the remaining members of this church, which sense is con- 
firmed by the versions of the Syriac, Arabic, Ethiopic, Vulgate 
Latin, and others. The majority of the members were already. 
“ dead,’’ and many others of them were sickly, and “ ready to die:” 
the angel or pastor of this church is called upon to do his duty, to 
confirm such as were wavering, and do all that in him lay, by a dili- 
gent preaching of the word, and constant administration of ordi- 
nances, to preserve them from a more general defection, The threat- 
ening, in ver. 3, regards the formal and lifeless part of this church;* 
and as for the rest, “the few undefiled names in Sardis,”’ a promise 
of perseverance and happiness is made unto them :—* They shall 
walk with me in white, for they are worthy. He that overcometh, 
the same shall be clothed in white raiment; and I will not blot out 
his name out of the book of life, but I will confess his name before 
my Father, and before his angels.t 

5. When Christ says to the church at Thyatira, “ That which ye 
have already,” not “ what thou hast attained to,’t as Dr, Whitby 
cites the words, “hold fast till 1 come;’’§ and to that at Philade-- 
phia, “ Hold that fast which thou hast, that no man take thy 
crown ;’’|| by what they had, and should hold fast, in opposition to 
wavering about it, cowardice in it, and a departure from it; and such 
exhortations, though they may apply that saints may have their 
temptations to, and there is a possibility that they may, fall from 
some degree of steadfastness in the doctrines of the gospel, and there- 
fore should be on their guard, yet not that they may or shall finally 
and totally let them go. And whereas the saints are stirred up to 
regard the more such exhortations from this consideration, “ that no 
man take”? their “crown; by which may be meant, either the 
gospel, which was their crown and glory, or the honour they had 
gained by their faithfulness and integrity in abiding by it; or if eter- 
nal life is intended by it, it follows not that this is liable to be taken 
away from or be lost to true believers, though some professors who 
expect it will be disappointed of it; but the design of the expression, 
in allusion to the Olympic games, in which many ran, but “ one re- 
ceived the prize,”’ is to excite the saints to industry, diligenee, and 
watchfulness. 

* Vide Whitby, p. 432, 433; ed. 2, 240, 421. t Rey. iii, 4, 5. , 

+ Rey. ii. 25, § Whitby, p. 422; ed. 2. 411. || Rev, iii. 11. 
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